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Abstract 

Data from a sample survey of about ISO- 
teachers and 12 principals are used tc explore the 
relationship between teachers* organization satisfaction 
and role dissensus (role conflict which exists when two or 
more members of a role-set have conflicting expectations 
for the status of a particular role member) . Two types of 
dissensus are examined: interposition or teacher-principal 
dissensus; and in trapcsition or teacher-teacher dissensus. 
The types of satisfaction are instrumental satisfaction 
with the organization (a school system), affective 
satisfaction with the organizc^t ion , and affective 
satisfaction with the member’s own unit. It was 
hypothesized that there would be an inverse relationship 
for each of three types of satisfaction and both 
intraposition and interposition role dissensus; a second 
hypothesis was that school buildings characterized by high 
role dissensus would have less satisfied teachers than 
school buildings characterized by low dissensus. For 
teachers who valued other .teachers as a reference group, 
agreement with other teachers was consistent with very high 
levels of satisfaction. (MF) 
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SECTION I - INTRODUCTION 



A. Summary 



The problem reported on here concerns the relationship between 
members' organization satisfaction and role dissensus (the situation 
which exists when two or more members of the role-set of a status in- 
cumbent have conflicting expectations for his status). Three types of 
satisfaction have been empirically identified: instrumental satisfac- 

tion with the organization (a school system), as a whole; affective 
satisfaction with the organization as a whole; and affective satisfac- 
tion with the member's own unit of the organization (the school building). 
Two types of dissensus are examined: interposition, or, in this case, 

teacher-principal dissensus; and intraposition, or teacher-teacher dis- 
sensus . 



The data consist of the responses to a sample survey of about 150 
teachers and 12 principals, in all 1 $ school buildings of one school 
system, located in a suburban city on the fringe of a large metropolitan 
area. 



It was hypothesized that there would be an inverse relationship 
between each of the three types of satisfaction and both intraposition 
and interposition role dissensus: that is to say, that teachers who had 

the most disagreement with their principal, and with other teachers in 
their building, would show the smallest amounts of each of the three 
types of satisfaction measured. A second major hypothesis was that 
school buildings characterized by high intraposition and interposition 
role dissensus would have less satisfied teachers than school buildings 
characterized by low dissensus. 



An area marked for exploration was the possible difference in bear- 
ing on satisfaction of the two different types of dissensus. 



We found that the predicted relationship between building affective 
satisfaction and intraposition dissensus was confirmed at the ,05 level 
of significance. The relationship between system- instrumental satisfac- 
tion and intraposition dissensus was roughly as predicted, but did not 
reach a statistically significant level. There was no relationship be- 
tween system-affective satisfaction and intraposition dissensus. 



The predicted relationship between satisfaction and interposition 
dissensus was not observed for any of the three satisfaction dimensions. 
Instead, it was observed that there was a curviline ar relationship be- 
tween each of the three types of satisfaction and interposition dissensus. 
That is to say, the teachers who showed a moderate amount of disagreement 
with their principal were most likely to be satisfied with the system 
and with their own school buildings. Neither very low dissensus (high 
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agreement) nor very high dissensus (high disagreement) 

was associated with high satisfaction. Although this association did not 
reach a statistically significant level for ^ of the ^‘'re® ^ 

satisfaction alone, when the three were combined to form a single i dex 
of satisfaction, the curvilinear relationship was then found to be sig- 
nificant at between the .0$ and .02 levels. 

When we examined the building context, we found again that the 
relationship between building-affective satisf^tion and building intra- 
position dissensus was in the predicted direction; 

between system-instrumental satisfaction and intraposition dissensus was 
roughly in the predicted direction; and there was no relationship be- 
tween system-affective satisfaction and intraposition dissensus. None 
of the relationships reached a statistically significant level. 

We found no relationship between building interposition dissensus 
and satisfaction. 



We did further analysis on the relationship between satisfaction 
and intraposition dissensus, through the introduction of 5 ' 
or antecedent variables. The linear relation between satisfaction and 
intraposition dissensus, described above, was found to be especially 
marked for teachers who occupied certain social statuses, while it was 
less marked, or absent, for teachers who occupied other statuses. Spe- 
cifically, we found that low dissensus teachers (teachers who were in 
high agreement with other teachers in their own school building) ® 
veiy high amounts of all three types of satisfaction if they had t e 
following statuses: low socio-economic status; female; graduate of 
teacher-training school (rather than liberal arts school); age of 5 
or over; and presence in the school building for five or more years. 

Our explanation for this unexpected series of findings was that teachers 
in the statuses mentioned were more likely to take "other teachers as 
a reference group than were teachers in the counterpart statuses 
socio-economic status; men; graduate of liberal arts school; under 5 > 
in the building for less than five years. For those teachers for whom 
"other teachers" are a valued reference group, agreement with other 
teachers is consistent with very high levels of satisfaction. For 
others it is not so gratifying to be in agreement with other teachers. 
These findings show the theoretical importance of the reference group 
concept as a variable specifying the relationship between satisfaction 
and intraposition dissensus. 
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B. Introduction 



The problem investigated here is the relationship between potential 
role conflict,* from now on referred to as role dissensus, and the satis- 
faction of the position incumbent with the organization. This analysis 
clarifies one of the bases for teacher satisfaction with her school 
building and school system. 

Expectations others have for a person's work can be either a stimu- 
lus to doing a better, more productive job, or they can be a constraint, 
directing behavior away from what the person himself sees as his oxijn 
proper goals. For a school teacher, two types of others whose expecta- 
tions can be of the utmost importance are other teachers, and the princi- 
pal. When the teacher's own ideas about her role are congruent with the 
expecta,tions of the principal, and with those of most other teachers, 
then she feels supported in her work, and is able to direct her attention 
to the task at hand. On the other hand, when there is a great deal of 
disagreement on what the teacher should be doing in her job, then she 
must spend part of her energy in reconciling the disparate demands of 
several other teachers, or of the principal, on the one hand, and her own 
expectations for herself on the other. This latter situation is the one 
that may be called role dissensus. 

A school building, taken as a unit, may be marked by a rather large 
number of conflicts of all kinds, or by a relatively smoothly working, 
harmonious, operation. It is hypothesized here that one of the signifi- 
cant types of conflict that affects the building as a whole is role 
dissensus. If the teachers in a building agree with each other and with . 
the principal about^what the most important parts of the teacher's job 
are, then when they talk to each other, their basic assumptions are 
shared. Teachers can make suggestions to each other in an atmosphere of 
supf ortiveness and mutual approval. The teacher is more likely to re- 
gard the principal as an ally and not as a critic. When teachers are 



*A technical definition; Role conflict is conflict created for the in- 
cumbent of a status when two or more members of his role set have con- 
flicting expectations for his status. Potential role conflict is here 
defined as conflicting expectations, of whose existence the actor may or 
may not be aware. Potential role conflict was the label we applied to 
this type of situation in our original proposal, and in the early stages 
of our work. As our thinking and reading progressed, however, it became 
apparent that the term "role dissensus," as applied to this type of situ- 
ation, would conform better with previous studies, and generally enable 
us to work with more conceptual clarity, and this is the usage that will 
be followed throughout the remainder of this report. 



3 













% 



1 




5 



■1 



I 



I 

1 

1 



I 



I 












divided among themselves about role expectations, or where a large 
number of the teachers differ from the principal, then the atmosphere in 
the building as a whole is apt to be characterized by uneasiness. 

Teachers will try to avoid others who have differing expectations from 
their own, and will resent or reject the principal's attempts to help 
them do a better job. Even those teachers who agree with the principal 
will find that the critical stance of the other teachers, with whom they 
interact often, affects their own attitudes. 

Role conflict has in the past most frequently come to mean conflict 
which the incumbent of a status perceives . That is, it has usually been 
measured by asking someone whether two types of role-partners have con- 
flicting expectations. If he says this is so, then role conflict has 
been said to exist. In this study, by contrast, role partners have been 
asked about their own expectations. This kind of role conflict is be- 
ing called role dissensus because there is no information on whether the 
incumbent perceives it or not. The assumption here is that even if the 
person does not perceive conflicting expectations, their presence will 
affect his behavior, (See, for example, Stanton and Schwartz, 23«) 

This is analogous to the assumption made about the consequences of intra- 
psychic conflict for behavior. 

Until this point, dissensus between one teacher and other teachers 
(technically called intraposition dissensus), and between one teacher 
and her principal (technically called interposition dissensus), have 
been discussed together. Here it may be suggested that the consequences 
of one kind of role dissensus may be different from those of the other. 

In section II, we will see that this is, indeed, the case. 

The purposes of this investigation can now be stated more pre- 
cisely: 1. to examine the hypothesis that, for the individual, role 

dissensus is negatively related to satisfaction; 2, to examine the 
hypothesis that members of a group (or subsystem of a larger organiza- 
tion) characterized by high role dissensus will feel the group to be 
less satisfying than one characterized by low role dissensus; 3« to 
see whether the consequences of interposition (teacher-principal) role 
dissensus are different from those of intraposition (teacher- teacher) 
role dissensus. 



Several previous reviews of the role literature , e.g., Biddle, 
(1), Rommetveit, (19), and especially Gross, (s), have illustrated in 
great detail the confusion about the concept of role and associated 
terminology. Merton in 1957 (18) and Gross in 1958 (8) contributed 
clarification with the concept of the role-set: each status has 
associated with it an array of roles, involving the incumbent of the 
"focal position" with several "counter-statuses" or "role senders," 
each of whom may have different normative expectations for his perform 
ance. Merton in particular discussed the distinction between the role- 
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set and the status-set, the total array of statuses or positions occu- 
pied by a single person, implying a corresponding distinction between 
role conflict and status conflict. 

A sampling of the empirical work concerning role conflict indi- 
cates that it alls into four major areas. One group of studies demon- 
strated the reasonable, but previously often ignored fact, that there 
are conflicting normative expectations for the incumbents of a single 
itetus. Stogdill, (25), Halpin, (11), Biddle, (1), and Washburne (28), 
showed the existence of significant amounts of conflict concerning the 
roles of air force superiors, school superintendents, and teachers, 
respectively. Gross (8) demonstrated the impact of social structural 
position on expectations of school board members and superintendents 
with regard to the super intendency role. 

A related group of studies showed that position incumbents had 
inaccurate perceptions of the expectations of others, e.g., Jenkins & 
Lippitt (13) for teachers and parents, and Doyle (5) for teacher percep- 
tion of parent, school board and administrator expectations. 

A second group of studies answers the question: how 

actor decide between incompatible expectations? Stouffer (26) found 
that students were more likely to favor student than administrative 
j orms when the situation involved a friend, and more likely to favor 
administrative expectations if they were likely to be detected in 
deviating from them. Gross (8) developed a predictive theory, based 
on perceived legitimacy of expectations, sanctions, and a personality 
attribute of the actor. 




A third (relatively neglected) focus of empirical attention has 
been the relation between the existence of role dissensus (that is, 
the actual conflicting expectations of two or more role partners), 
the felt, or perceived conflict of the actor. Seeman (22) independently 
identified situations of potential conflict and found that principals 
and superintendents felt conflicted about these situations. 




Finally, a fourth area of empirical work has tried to determine 
the consequences of role conflict and role consensus. Getzels and 
Guba (6) found that when an incumbent said he was troubled about con- 
flicting expectations for his position, others were less likely to 
judge him to be an effective teacher^ and in a second study (7), that 
he was more likely to reject teaching as a career. Conformity to 
others' expectations is related to within-group consensus, accord^g to 
both Hall UO) and Rosen (20). Jacobson, Charters and Lieberman (12) 
found that in the infrequent cases in which foremen and stewards agreed 
on reciprocal role obligations, they got along better according to 
self-reports • 
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Bidwell (2), Guba and Bidwell (9), and other studies cited by 
Charters (U), showed that perceived role consensus is positively related 
to satisfaction in school systems. Charters criticizes these works on 
the grounds that the findings might not hold up if "furnished by methodo- 
logically independent sources." The same objection applies to the work 
of Kahn et. al. (lit)* 

The most extensive investigation of the consequences of perceived 
role conflict and actual role dissensus are those of Gross, Mason and 
McEachern (8). The findings were somewhat ambiguous with respect to 
consequences of role dissensus. On the one hand, they found no signifi 
cant relation between board-superintendent dissensus and the superin- 
tendent's "Job satisfaction." On the other, they found that within- 
board consensus was significantly related to the satisfaction of the 
board members. fEe authors' explanation of the disparity is based on 
the difference in size of the role sets of superintendents and of board 
members (the superintendent is more important to the board members 
satisfaction than they are to his). This seems plausible j however, an 
alternative explanation might be that, since peer interaction occurs 
most frequently, intraposition role dissensus has a more marked associ- 
ation with Job satisfaction than does interposition dissensus. 

A contradictory finding of the Gross study is that perceived 
role conflict of the superintendent ^ related to his Job satisfaction. 
The explanation for the disparity of this finding and the previous one 
may be that it is the superintendent who is here reporting both on the 
existence of conflicting expectations and on his satisfaction; objective 
data are lacking, and the superintendent's sense of conflicting expecta- 
tions may be promoted by his lack of satisfaction. 




A review of some of the measi^es of "satisfaction" shows that in 
general they have been simple and undifferentiated. Gross asked super- 
intendents how satisfied they were with their Jobs and their careers. 
Bidwell (2), and Guba and Bidwell (9) used 10- and 19-item indices of 
general satisfaction. In another case, Bidwell (3) used a more complex 
measure, a modification of a scale developed by Morse, in which the 
items were divided into six descriptive categories. 

Upset, Coleman and Trow (17) in their study of a printer's union, 
and Lazarsfeld and Thielens in The Academic Mind (l6), among others, 
fruitfully used the method which they called contextual^analysi^. These 
studies pointed to the importance of taking the structure and climate of 
the organization in which the individual was embedded into account in 
any survey of individual behavior. For instance. Upset found that a 
printer's interest and activity in union politics is affected by the 
size of the shop in which he works. 

The organization has very seldom been taken as the unit of analy- 
sis in any study of role conflict. A rare exception is the work by 







Bidwell, referred to above. Here, significant differences were found in 
perceived role conflict between seven buildings in the same school sys- 
tem, and it was shown that teachers in the high conflict buildings had 
lower satisfaction than teachers in the low conflict buildings. However, 
it was not clear whether this was simply the result of individual differ- 
ences or was a contextual effect. Oetzels and Guba (6) showed that 
rates of role conflict were different for different organizational units, 
but the consequences of this difference for the organization were not 
examined, Korpi (l5) demonstrated that the consequences of individual 
deviant attitudes in the army varied with the norms of the platoon in 
which the individual soldiers were located. 



The preceding discussion points to the significance of the three 
chief objectives of this investigation: (1) to analyze the contextual 

effects of role dissensus; (2) to advance the study of the consequences 
of role dissensus; (3) to employ a theoretically meaningful set of in- 
dicators of organization-relevant satisfaction in testing the hypotheses 
about consequences of role conflict, 

1. The most unique contribution will be an attempt to character- 
ize each school building as high or low in role dissensus. The satisfac- 
tion of individual teachers in buildings characterized by high and low 
dissensus will then be examined^ It is hypothesized that in an organiza- 
tion which has high role dissensus, even those members who are not 
themselves in positions of dissensus will be less satisfied than the 
members of an organization characterized by low role dissensus, 

2. A second piece of evidence will be added to the first confus- 

ing finding of Gross, namely, whether there is a more marked association 
between intraposition role dissensus and job satisfaction than inter- 
position dissensus and satisfaction. Gross found that board members 
were more satisfied when they agreed with other board members, but that 
it made no difference to superintendents whether they agreed with their 
board members or not. As we will see in Section II, the present study 
confirms Gross' findings concerning the inverse relationship between 
intraposition dissensus and satisfaction. However, while Gross found 
that interp osition dissensus made no difference, to the satisfaction of 
superintendents, we will show that, for teachers, 'there is a curvilinear 
relationship between interposition dissensus and satisfaction. (We 
have not tested the relationship between interposition dissensus_and 
satisfaction for principals.) ' 

3. The dimensions of organization-relevant satisfaction will be 

considered in more detail by the proposed research than by any of the 
studies discussed. We have empirically identified three dimensions, 
which may be considered a tentative paradigm of satisfaction with a 
school system (and, with modifications, any organization): satisfaction 

with the instrumental side of organizational functioning (e.g,, adequate 
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goals, problem solving, innovativeness); satisfaction with the affective 
side of the organization (e«g«, feeling that trust, honesty and genuine- 
ness are among the dominant norms of the^ system); and satisfaction with 
the affective side of own school building (e»g» feeling that the princi- 
pal is considerate, and that other teachers in the building are congen- 
ial*) These constitute the dependent variables of the study* This 
conceptual clarification makes it possible to find that role dissensus 
has differential consequences for different dimensions of satisfaction* 
In general, we will find that there is a stronger relationship between 
role dissensus and building-affective satisfaction than between role dis 
sensus and the other two types of satisfaction* 
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C. Methods 

The data on which the present research is based was collected 
as part of a larger study, on Organization Development in Schools , 
which was conducted at the Horace-^ann Lincoln Institute of Teachers 
College, with Matthew B. Miles as the project director* The primary 
aim of the larger study was to develop and evaluate methods for bringing 
about organizational change in school systems. Some findings of this 
study were reported in The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science , vol, 

3*, no, 3, 1967, "The Ciinical-^perimenial Approach to Assessing 
Organizational Change Efforts," Barbara Benedict, et, al*, and at the 
Aug., 1966 American Sociological Associa.tion convention, "Data Feedback 
and Organizational Change in a School System," Matthew B. Miles, et, al. 

The data analyzed in the present research represent the responses 
of the members of one school system, located in a suburban city on the 
fringe of a large metropolitan area. At the time the data was collected, 
the city was experiencing population change, with the proportion of 
blacks in the total population increasing. There are 15 school buildings 
in the system, 9 elementary schools, 2 combined elementary- junior highs, 

2 junior highs, one school for the ninth grade only, and one school for 
grades 10-12, The total personnel in the system is about 6OO; the size 
of individual buildings varies widely, with about 25 teachers in the 
smallest buildings, and about 135 iu the high school, 

A survey was made of respondents selected according to a propor- 
tionate stratified sampling design. Half of the teachers, and the 
principal, in each school building, were sampled. The response rath 
for teachers in the system as a whole is about 60^; thirteen of *the 
principals, or 87^ responded. As might be expected, there was a wide 
variation in response rate by building - from 25^ in the building with 
the lowest rate to 70 % in the buildings with the highest rates of 
response. The total number of teachers with usable responses is roughly 
150> this is somewhat smaller than the response rate would suggest, 
since in order for a teacher’s response to be "usable," her principal 
must also have responded. 

The survey consisted of a mailed, self-administered set of nine, 
highly structured, research instruments: one measured "background" 

variables such as age, sex, socioeconomic status, and type of school 
where imdergraduate training was received; a second required the teacher 
and principal to rank 20 requirements of the teacher’s role in terms of 
priority (the comparison of the teacher’s response with that of her own 
principal, and with the mean response for other teachers in her building, 
form the basis for our independent variable, role dissensus); the 
remaining seven required the respondent to describe the school building 
^d/or the school system in terms of such variables as norms governing 
interpersonal behavior;, the "climate" of the building and the system; 
the decision-making power of various ranks within the hierarchy of the 
system; the goals of the system; the ability of the system to cope with 
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the environment (combinations of items appearing on these seven instru- 
ments - described in more detail below - comprise our dependent vari- 
ables^ three types of satisfaction). 

The data analyzed here represent the fourth testing in the panel 
design of the larger study ^ and were collected in Springy 1966. 

Responses to the questionnaires were coded ^ and punched onto IBH 
cards ^ with a set of several cards for each individual respondent. The 
IBM cards, in turn, were recorded on computer tape. The ?09li computer 
has been utilized as the means by which the multivariate analysis of the 
data, reported in the following section, was carried out. 




A more detailed description of the methodology of the formation 
of the indices of the independent and dependent variables will be pre- 
sented in the following section. We turn, in it, from a careful de- 
scription of our major variables, to a description of the system in 
terms of them, the relationships between them, and an explanation of 
these relationships through the introduction of specifying variables. 
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SECTION II - FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
A* The Dependen t Variables 

Three types of satisfaction— instrumental satisfaction with the 
system as a whole, affective satisfaction with the system, and affective 
satisfaction with the building— comprise the dependent variables of this 
analysis. This portion of the work will trace the development of these 
three types from the original a priori conceptualization through the 
empirical stages which led to the construction of the final indices. 

The distribution of each of the three types of satisfaction among 
teachers will be presented, and, for purposes of comparison, the satis- 
faction levels of principals as a group will also be shown. The inter- 
correlations between the three indices will be discussed. Finally, we 
will look at the satisfaction levels of the 1 $ school buildings. 



Development of Typology 

The A Priori Conceptualization. 

An initial distinction, based on the work of Bales, was made 
between instrumental and affective satisfaction. Instrumental satis- 
faction was conceived as relating to the performance of the organiza- 
tion in meeting its goals, in solving problems confronting it, in 
responding to environmental pressure in innovative ways. Affective 
satisfaction was seen as relating to the emotional gratification of 
the members. 

A second distinction was made between the member's satisfaction 
with his own job, and with the organization as a whole. It seemed 
reasonable to assume that a teacher might feel dissatisfied with his 
job, because of the peculiarities of his own classroom, or his own 
particular personality needs, and yet be satisfied that the system as 
a whole was performing in a satisfactory way. 

A fourfold typology was constructed on the basis of these two 
distinctions: instrumental satisfaction with the system as a wholes 

affective satisfaction with the system as a whole; instrumental satis- 
faction with own job; affective satisfaction with own job. 

Forty separate indicators (see Table A-I below) of satisfaction 
were divided into four groups on the basis of this conceptualization. 
Most of these were single items or combinations of items constructed 
by the present writer and other members of the staff of the larger 
project. Five were subscales of a questionnaire developed by Andrew 
Halpin and Don B. Croft, and described in their monograph. The 
Organizational Climate of Schools. 













Empirical Clustering of Indicators. 

Before proceeding with the main line of analysis, the indicators 
selected on the basis of the a priori thinking were subjected to two 
types of cluster analysis, to determine whether they were associated 
empirically as well. In other words, the question was raised, did 
respondents tend to answer the many items initially included in the 
instrumental index in the same way? Was a respondent who was judged 
to be highly satisfied on the basis of one of these items apt to be 
highly satisfied on the basis of the others as well? 

The two types of analysis employed were the McQuitty analysis, 
a rough approximation of traditional factor analysis; and the Multi- 
dimensional Scaling (Medscal) technique, developed by Kruskal, a 
computer technique which depends on the rank-ordering of variables 
rather than the arithmetic differences between them. Both types of 
analysis start from a matrix of intercorrelations of each item with 
every other item. Principal reliance was placed on the multi-dimensional 
scaling technique, although the findings of the McQuitty technique were 
also taken into account. 

Table A-I shows the complete list of I 4 O indicators of satisfaction 
which were selected on an a priori basis. Table A-II shows these items, 
plotted in two dimensions, according to the values for each dimension 
yielded by the Medscal technique. (Refer to table A-I to find the 
meaning of the numbers of items shown in Tables A-II to A- VI.) The 
eight items marked with checks (numbers 35> 37, 39, 17, 13, 38, 36 and 
UO) on the fringes of the graph, were judged to be not closely related 
to the others. An item- to -cluster analysis based on the McQuitty 
clusters showed the same eight items, and one additional one (#15, 
actual-desirable goals) to have unusually low correlations with other 
clusters. These items were removed, and a second multi-dimensional 
scaling analysis, on the basis of the remaining 3 I variables, was done 
(Table A-III). 

This scaling indicated that items had clustered on the basis of 
their format in the research questionnaires. The items on the bottom 
half of the graph had been worded in such a way that a high score was 
assigned to a "satisfied” response, such as "sensitive" or "Problems 
were always approached very adequately, thoroughly, systematically," 
while the items on top had been assigned a high score if the subject 
had rated the problem named as being "not very important." It was 
accordingly decided to proceed with two separate analyses, one for the 
items in the top half of Table A-III, and one for the items in the 
bottom half. 
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Table A-I LIST OF liO INDICATORS OF SATISFACTION 

1- Trustful mistrustful 

2- Personal and close. .... .impersonal and distant 

3- Creative. .. .not creative 

li- Sensitive. . .insensitive 

5- Genuine. .. .phony 

6- Facing problems. .. .avoiding problems 

7- Concerned.... unconcerned 

8- Honest. .. .not honest 

9- Shared decisions. . .decisions from above 

10- Developing. . . .not developing 

11- Flexible . . . rigid 

12- Competent. . . . incompetent 

(These first 12 items were rated on a scale from 1 to 7, with 7 repre- 
senting the first-named word of the pair; in the original semantic 
differential instrument from which these items were drawn, however, the 
"good" phrase of the pair was moved from the left to the right-hand 
side of the page in an unsystematic fashion.) 

13- Index of discrepancy between amount of power teacher responded that 

she should have and the amount of power she perceived herself as having, 
regarding four decisions: Planning and evaluating in-service workshops j 

Developing policies and procedures to acquaint new teachers with the 
system; Selecting textbooks and workbooks for the classroom; Deciding 
which teachers will teach classes at different ability levels. 

Ill- Satisfaction with contact with principal (rated on a scale from 1- 
very satisfied to 5-very dissatisfied) 

15- Index of discrepancy between goal teacher rated as most desirable 

for the system to pursue, and goal the system was actually pursuing, 
regarding four goals: Intellectual; social; personal development of 

students; practical. 

16- Inadequate decision-making by administrative group 

17- Lack of time to get at important aspects of one's job 

18- Conflict and hostility between groups or individuals 

19- Apprehension and mistrust in the system 

20- Ineffective procedures in faculty meetings 

21- Inadequate or outmoded curriculum 

22- Lack of clarity about authority and responsibility 

23- Arbitrary or too-rapid decisions from above 
2h- Ineffective classroom procedures 

25- School system is rigid, stagnated, not innovative 

26- Ineffective policies on classroom grouping of students 

27- Insufficient recognition for work well done 

28- Lack of clear objectives and goals 

29- Inadequate numbers of staff to supply needed services 

30- Ineffective working relationship between central office and principals 
(Items 16-30 were worded on the original instrument from which they are 
drawn as they are here, with the words "Extremely important problem" 
placed above the ratings 1 and 2, "Moderately important problem" placed 
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above 3> U and 5, and "Not important at all" placed above 6 and 7.) 

31 • Thinking of the way things have been going in this system this year, 
how would you describe the way problems like the ones you have just 
rated have generally been tackled? What was the problem-solving process 
like? (This was rated on a scale from 7- always adequately to 1- always 
inadequately, ) 

32, As you go about your work from day to day, do you feel you get ade- 
quate information in advance about changes which will affect you or your 
work? (This was rated on a scale from 7" completely adequate information 
to 1- inadequate information.) 

33 • To what extent do you feel that the requirements of your job and your 
own personal wishes and needs coincide? 

3li. Looking at this school system in general, how would you say it reacts 
to new educational ideas - innovations in curriculum, methods, rules, 
ways of organizing, equipment, or any other aspect of work in the system? 
(This was rated from 7- highly innovative to 1- not innovative at all.) 

35. Esprit 

The morale of the teachers is high 

The teachers acconplish their work with great vim, vigor, and pleasure 
Teachers at this school show much school spirit 
Custodial service is available when needed 

Most of the teachers here accept the faults of their colleagues 
School supplies are readily available for use in classwork 
There is considerable laughter when teachers gather informally 
In faculty meetings, there is the feeling of let's get things done 
Extra books are available for classroom use 

Teachers spend time after school with students who have individual 
problems 

36 . Intimacy 

Teachers' closest friends are other faculty members at the school 
Teachers invite other faculty members to visit them at home 
Teachers know the family background of other faculty members 
Teachers talk about their personal life to other faculty members 
Teachers have fun socializing together during school time 
Teachers work together preparing administrative reports 
Teachers prepare administrative reports by themselves 

37. Production Emphasis 

The principal makes all class scheduling decisions 
The principal schedules the work for the teachers 
The principal checks the subject matter ability of teachers 
The principal corrects teachers' mistakes. 

The principal insures that teachers work to their full capacity 
Extra duty for teachers is posted conspicuously 
The principal talks a great deal 

38. Consideration 

The principal helps teachers solve personal problems 
The principal does personal favors for teachers 

The prmcipal stays after school to help teachers finish their work 
The principal helps staff members settle minor differences 
















mmm 



T@&ch6rs lislp select which courses will be tsught 
The principal tries to get better salaries for teachers 
39. Hindrance 

Routine duties interfere with the job of teaching 
Teachers have too many committee requirements 
Student progress reports require too much work. 

Administrative paper work is burdensome at this school. 

Sufficient time is given to prepare administrative reports 
Instructions for the operation of teaching aids are available 
(Items 35-39 were drawn from the Organization Climate Description 
Questionnaire, described in The Organizational Climate of Schools , 

Andrew W. Halpin and Don B. Croft, Midwest Administration Center, the 
University of Chicago, 1963. The items were rated from 1- Rarely occurs 
to I*- Very frequently occurs.) 

liO. Teacher's perciption of the discrepancy between own goals for the 
system and those of her principal. (This was rated on a scale from 
1 to 20.) 
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Table A-II 

Multi-d;LnisJisional scalins with w indicatars 
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Table A-III 

Multl-dimensional scaling with 31 Indicators 
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Table A-IV 

Multl-aiBej^looal scaling with 17 positively-worded Indicators 










Table A-V ^ ^ 

Ktilti-ainsene local acallae vith 15 positive ly-woraea indicators 
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Taii^. A-VI 

Multl-dlmenBlonal scaling for l4 neutrally-vorded irvlicators 







Table A-IV shows the clustering of the satisfaction indicators 
that were grouped in the bottom half of Table A-III. Two more items 
(numbers II 4 and 3h) were removed on the basis of this scaling. Table 
A-V shows a new scaling for the items which had been grouped in the 
bottom half of Table A-III; with the exception of the two variables 
shown by Table A-IV to be unrelated. The items have clustered into an 
instrumental group, in the top right quarter of the graph, an affective 
group, in the bottom left quarter of the graph, and five unrelated items. 

In Table A-VI, drawn from items which had appeared in the top half of 
Table A-III, we again see a group of (three) affective, (six) instrumental, 
and (four) unrelated variables. * 

The decision was then made to combine the two affective and the 
two instrumental clusters of Tables A-V and A-VI into two scales for 
affective satisfaction with system, and instrumental satisfaction with 
system. This decision was based on the meaning of the items, the fact 
that the difference in format could plausibly account for the lack of 
expected clustering, and on the values of the tau-beta correlation 
coefficients, which were . 1^0 for the correlation of the two affective 
scales, and .33 for the correlation of the two instrumental scales. 

In making a final comparison between the results of the McQuitty 
and Medscal analyses, it was observed that three of four items combined 
by the McQuitty technique were also joined by the original UO-item 
Medscal analysis (numbers 35> 37, and 39, in the upper left quarter of 
Table IV -1). (The fourth item, #1U, was not joined by Medscal, but was 
by McQuitty.) We relied here on the McQuitty analysis and combined 
these four items to form our final satisfaction type, affective satis- 
faction with building. Three of these items, all subscales of the 
Halpin-Croft instrument, relate to the teacher's satisfaction with the 
affective side of her oxm school building — that is, her satisfaction 
with associating with other teachers in her building, and her satisfac- 
tion with the consideration which her principal shows her. The fourth 
item asked simply how satisfied the respondent was with principals in 
the system (we assumed that teachers answered on the basis of satisfac- 
tion with their own principal). 

The similarity of the clusterings yielded by the two techniques 
gives us some assurance that we are dealing with satisfaction areas 
that the teacher herself perceives; and we have proceeded with our 
work relying on the 3 indices described above as our indicators of 
satisfaction. 

To review the bearing of our empirical work on our a priori 
conceptualization, the a priori conceptual distinction between instru- 
mental and affective satisfaction was supported by enpirical analysis. 
However, many items included in each a priori scale were shown to be 
not closely related to the others by the two cluster techniques. In one 
or two cases, items originally thought of as beings instrumental were 



seen to relate more closely to the affective items, or vice versa. 
Concerned — Unconcerned, for instance, was included in the original 
affective scale. Both cluster analyses showed concerned to be most 
closely related to competent and facing problems, indicating that 
teachers interpreted this item as "concerned with work" rather than 
"concerned with other people," as we had originally supposed. 

The distinction between satisfaction with the organization, and 
with own job, was not supported empirically. Rather, the data suggested 
a separation between satisfaction with the organization (the school 
system), as a whole, and satisfaction with own school building. 

0^ analysis will proceed, then, with three indices, representing 
three different types of satisfaction: instrumental satisfaction with 

the system or system- instrumental satisfaction; affective satisfaction 
with the system, or system-affective satisfaction; and satisfaction 
with own school building, or building -affective satisfaction. 

How Much Satisfaction? 



Taking the three indices described above as our measures, we will 
describe tte amount of satisfaction of teachers with the instrumental 
and affective sides of the system as a whole, and with the affective 
side of their own school building. There will be a comparison between 
the three indices, so as to be able to say whether teachers are more 
satisfied with one aspect of the system than another. The satisfaction 
of tethers as a group will be compared with principals and assistant 
principals as a group. Finally, we will compare the different amounts 
of satisfaction in the 1 $ school buildings, taken as units. These latter 

scores have been formed by aggregating the scores of all teachers in the 
building. 

Since respondents themselves assigned a numerical value to each 
of their responses, it has been possible to obtain a mean score for 
each respondent, for every index. We have not, however, compared scores 
as if they represented an interval scale. Rather, in our tests of 
significance, we have employed either a tau-beta correlation coefficient, 
which is based on ordinal ranking, or the chi square statistic, which is 
based on nominal categories . 

Since the number of items in each index varies, and especially 
since the scoring system was not the same for all three indices, mean 
scores cannou be used as a basis for conparison between the three types 
of satisfaction. We have, therefore, divided each index into equal 
thirds on the basis of the entire range of possible values for the index. 
Fbr instance, the affective index, with 7 items each rated on a 1-7 
scale, has a range of possible scores of 7-h9. Scores from 7-20 are 
considered low, 21-31* medium, and 35-19 high, satisfaction. This pro- 
cedure makes comparison between the indices possible. 
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It is, of course, possible to make comparisons within an ijidex on 
the basis of mean scores. At some points below we shall want to present 
mean satisfaction scores for different values of many independent vari- 
ables. Accordingly, we will present mean scores here as an orienting 
device; and also in order to be able to compare the satisfaction on one 
index at a time, of teachers and principals, and of buildings. 

Pres entatj.on of Basic Information About Satisfaction 

About a third of the teachers are highly satisfied with the 
affective side of their school system, and a slightly larger percentage, 
Ul^, is highly satisfied with the instrumental side, as shown in Table 
A-VII. About half of the teachers fall into the medium satisfaction 
range on both indices. 



TABLE A-VII 

TEACHER INSTRUMENTAL, AFFECTIVE, AND 
BUILDING-AFFECTIVE SATISFACTION 





Instrumental 


Affective 


Building -Af fee tive 


Low 


12^ 


lii 


13 


Medium 


h6 


Sh 


78 


High 


hi 


33 


9 



(N) 


(169) 


(169) 


(ISO) 


X = 


58.3 


30.3 


55.5 



Our teachers are roughly as satisfied on these dimensions as are 
teachers in at least one other school system. In Washington, D.C., 
when teachers were asked simply how satisfied they were with their 
present job all things considered, a third said they were very satis- 
fied, and half said they were fairly satisfied. Wilder and Hopson 
( 29 ). Table A-VIII reproduces these findings. 
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TABLE A-VIII 



TEACHER SATISFACTION IN WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Elementary Junior High 


Senior High 


Not very satisfied, 
and not satisfied 


15^ 


16 


11 


Fairly satisfied 


51 


53 


53 


Very satisfied 


33 


30 


3h 


(H) 


(7U) 


(6l.h) 


(821) 



Teachers in our system appear to be much less satisfied with 
their own buildings than they are with the system as a whole. Com- 
parable figures are not available for the Washington study. Only y/o 
are highly satisfied, while 76% have medium satisfaction. 

We expected that principals and assistant principals, enjoy^g 
positions of greater authority and higher prestige within the system, 
would be more satisfied with it. This hypothesis ^as confirmed as far 
as satisfaction with own building goes. Table A-IX shows that UU^ of 
the principals are highly satisfied with their own buUdings, compared 
to only 9% of the teachers. However, principals are less satisfied 
with the system as a whole than their teachers are. Perhaps they iden- 
tify more closely with their own building than they do with the larger 

system. 



TABLE A-IX 



INSTRUMENTAL, AFFECTIVE, AND BUILDING-AFFECTIVE 
SATISFACTION OF TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 



Instrumental 

Satisfaction 



Affective 

Satisfaction 



Building -Af f ec t ive 
Satisfaction 



Per cent Teachers Principals Teachers Principals Teachers Principle 



Low 


12 


13 


Ih 


19 


13 


Medium 


U6 


56 


5U 


56 


78 


High 


hi 


31 


53 


25 


9 


Mean 


58.3 


57.1 


30.3 


28.3 


55.5 


(N) 


(169) 


(16) 


(169) 


( 16 ) 


(150) 



6 

50 



hh 

65.5 

( 16 ) 



2k 



I 



I 



iliii 












l^PiBlWWSPPiliPiPili 



iilllillllliil 



Intercorrelations of Indices 



When we look at the coefficients of correlation of each wdex 
with each of the other two, we find that the two 

the system-instrumental and the system-affective, are most closed 
related: the tau-beta value for association between them is .bbl. 

JS vo^ld expect that the system- affective and 

indices would be more closely related to each " 

instrumental and the building- affective indices. This is 
however: " t Ke tau-beta value for the system-affective 
affective association is .255, while the measure of associa y 

instrumental and building-affective satisfactions is .32b. 



(Subsequent analyses will show that the system-affective ^dex is 
less apt to reveal differences between groups than si***®J' xt,e 

instruLntal index or the building-affective uidex. ^®" ^ 

number of items included in the system-affective index £) is fe^^ 

tVkan required to make a good measure. The relatively 

between the system-affective and building-affective j^dices i^y ted^^ 
more to inadequacies in the system-affective scale than to differences 
in content of the tv;o scales.) 



Satisfaction Level by School Building 



Here we turn to the school building as a s?"b®**ual variable 
which might be expected to bear on ^be satisfaction of i 
teachers. If the particular building in which a teacher works were 
not related to her satisfaction, we would expect that teachers with 
vareing amounts of satisfaction would be distributed r^dom^ 
out the buildings of the system. When we aggregated the satisfa 
scores of all teachers in each building, and then conipared the 15 
buildii^g scores so obtained, we would expect each buildj^ •j,,.! 
reigh^the same total scor4. If, on the other hand, the individ^l 
teacher's satisfaction were associated with, or f^bermire y , 
aspect (be it size, principal's hair color, or 
of the school building in which she works, we would ®^P®®^ 
school buildings to have markedly dimrent amounts of satisfaction. 
The latter is the case which we do, in fact, find. 



When we dichotomize teachers ' scores on each of the three_ 
satisfaction indices, and then compare school build^swter^ of 
the percentage of their teachers who have high satisfaction. Table A 
shows that there is very wide range of variation. ®“"P ^ „ 

range of teachers who have high instrumental satisfaction varies fro 

20 % to 100^ of teachers in the building. The chi s'?"® wJuld 

which measures the likelihood that a given “^served distr^ution would 
have occurred by chance, taking number of oases into account. 
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appropriate to test the differences between buildings here. We find 
that for both instrumental and building -affective satisfaction, there 
is only one chance in 100 that the observed distribution could have 
occurred by chance, while for system-affective satisfaction, there are 
5 chances in 100 that the distribution could have occurred by chance. 
Thus, although the number of responding teachers in a building is small 
in some cases — it ranges from 3 to hit — ^we feel confident in saying that 
there is some characteristic or combination of characteristics, of the 
school buildings as units, which is associated with the satisfaction of 
individual teachers • 



B. 



The Independent V ariables; Intraposition and Interposition Role 
Dissensus 



Two types of role dissensus, interposition, or teacher-principal 
dissensus, and intraposition, or teacher-teacher dissensus, will be 
discussed here. First, we will briefly cover the considerations that 
guided us in developing the items which comprise our dissensus indices. 
Then we will present the total body of 20 items concerning the teacher's 
role, and show how teachers, and principals, as groups, responded to 
them. 



The following sections will describe our basis for choosing the 
11 items which were combined to form our total dissensus scores, and 
will present the distribution of teacher-principal, and teacher- 
teacher dissensus scores for individual teachers in the system. Then 
we will present the same material for the separate school buildings. 

The correlation between the two indices will be presented. Finally, 
we will analyze the responses to the role expectation items by dis- 
sensus groups. In following this discussion, it is well to bear in 
mind that our primary interest is in the relationships between dis- 
sensus and satisfaction, and between dissensus and possible determinants 
of dissensus, rather than in dissensus for its own sake. 



1. Guiding Considerations 



In Chapter 2 we discussed the fact that, in most previous studies 
of role conflict, the criticism of a possible contamination between 
independent and dependent variables had often been raised. This defect 
was occasioned by the procedure of asking the same respondent both how 
much conflict he experienced (perceived conflict), and, how satisfied 
he felt. We were determined to avoid this pitfall, and accordingly, 
followed a more objective procedure. Teachers and principals indepen- 
dently answered the same questions, and our dissensus scores are based 
on the actual disagreement between them. We have been handicapped by 
an excess of virtue, however: we neglected to ask teachers how much 

conflict they perceived or experienced. For this reason, we consider 
that we are dealing with role dissensus, or differences in defining 
role expectations, rather than role conflict, disagreements in defining 
role obligations which are known to the participants. 



A further aspect of the format of our items should be mentioned 
here. That is the placing of the items in sets of five items each, 
and the "forced choice" format which requires a respondent to assign a 
given rank to only one item within each set. In other words, if we 
look at the items in set A below, if a respondent wished to assign the 
rank of "1" to the item "Discussing ways of improving own teaching with 
a supervisor," he would be constrained to assign the rank of "2" to 
"Correcting and grading papers," even though he might in general regard 
both items as extremely important requirements of the teacher's role. 



28 



mum 







(In terms of Gross' distinction between expectations concerning the 
direction of role expectations prescribed, optional, or proscribed 
and the intensity of expectations how much they are required or pro- 
hibited these questions clearly are concerned with the intensity 
dimension.) This format would present some problems if our main focus 
of interest were the exploration of role dissensus in itself. Since 
our main concern is with the relationship of dissensus to other vari- 
ables, we will limit ourselves to the rough comparison between items 
which can be made given the format we have adopted. 



2. The Role Items 

Table B-I shows the list of 20 role expectations presented to 
respondents, and the percentages of teachers and principals who assigned 
each of the priorities 1 through 5 to each expectation. We see that 
the single expectation on which there is most agreement among the 
teachers themselves is the first in set B, "Explaining a new idea to 
students," which is ranked first in the set by 78^ of the teachers. The 
other three first-ranking items also concern activities which are 
pivotal attributes of the teacher's role. "Listening to a student 
report," ranked "1" by hh%, is of course an essential part of classroom 
role performance while "Discussing ways of improving one's own teaching 
with a supervisor," ranked "1" by 61%, and "Designing lesson plans," 
ranked "1" by $3%, are both expectations about activities without which, 
presumably, the teacher-student role relationship could not long con- 
tinue. It is interesting in passing to note that teachers seem to 
feel that it is more important for them to actively impart information 
(in explaining a new idea to students), than to listen to students 
reports of their own work. This observation must be made with some 
caution, because each of these two items is ranked first only relative 
to the other items in the set. 

Of the four second-ranking items, one, "Correcting ^d grading 
papers" (ranked first or second by ^2.% of the teachers) might be 
considered a pivotal attribute; or, if not, surely a relevant attri- 
bute, as are "Extra reading for classroom work (ranked first or second 
by "Resolving conflict between 2 students" (ranked first or 



^e refer here to Nadel's distinction between pivotal, relevant 
and peripheral attributes of a role. He defines pivotal attributes as 
those whose absence or variation changes the whole identity of the role 
and the interaction it would normally provoke. The pivotal attribute 
is expected to entail the rest of the series. The absence of relevant 
attributes makes the role performance imperfect or incomplete; while the 
absence of peripheral attributes does not affect the effectiveness of 
the role being performed. (18) 
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TABLE B-I 



Teachers' and Principals' Priority Rankings of 20 Role Expectations 

for Teachers (Percentages) 



Teachers (n=1^0) 

3 U 



1 2 



Principals (nal3) 

1 2 3 k 



Set A 

,1. Correcting and grading 
papers 

2. Discussing ways of im- 

proving one's own 
teaching with a 
supervisor 

3. At tending an in-service 

training activity 
li. At tending the local 
PTA meeting 

5. Working on a committee 
chaired by the prin- 
cipal 



Set B 

1. Explaining a new idea to 

students 

2. Designing a bulletin 

board with other 
teachers 

3. Extra reading for class- 

room work 



with his parents 
5. Advising the principal 
about needed resource 
mate rials 
Set C 

1. Listening to a student 

report 

2. Planning an individual 

project for school 
assemblies 

3. Serving on a district- 
wide curriculum 
committee 

U. Meeting parents during 
open-house 

5, Discussing classroom 
work with the prin- 
cipal 



2h 


28 


22 


16 


0 


IS 


23 


30 


15 


15 


61 


22 


11 


h 


3 


62 


30 


8 


0 


0 


11 


3U 


33 


17 


5 


IS 


h6 


30 


8 


0 


- 


3 


8 


2U 


6h 


0 


0 


8 


30 


62 


3 


13 


26 


39 


18 


8 


0 


23 


U6 


23 


78 


16 


3 


h 


0 


69 


23 


0 


8 


0 




3 


13 


\r\ 

CM 


CD 


0 


8 


8 


15 


69 


10 




27 


9 


5 


0 


38 


38 


15 


8 


j 

3 


9 


17 


h6 


\r\ 

CM 


8 


23 


30 


23 


15 


8 


23 


hO 


16 


12 


23 


8_ 


23 


38 


8 


hh 


21 


17 


12 


8 


38 


23 


IS 


15 


8 


3 


Ih 


Ih 


30 


39 


0 


IS 


U6 


15 


23 


21 


18 


18 


2U 


19 


0 


23 


23 


Sh 


0 


16 


19 


2$ 


19 


21 


8 


8 


8 


8 


69 


17 


28 


26 


16 


13 


Sh 


30 


8 


8 


C 



30 



TABLE B-I (cont.) 
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Teachers (n®l50) 






Principals i 


(n«13) 


5 




1 




3 


h 


5 


1 


2 


3 


h 


Set D 












1. Designing lesson plans 

2. Resolving conflict be- 


53 


18 


9 


8 


12 


62 


23 


15 


0 


0 


tween two students 
3* Participating in a 

teache r-supe rintendent 


26 


28 


18 


18 


8 


30 


8 


23 


30 


8 


council 5 

1^. Consulting with the spe- 
cialist in a particular 


13 


2h 


19 


39 


0 


8 


23 


15 


51 


subject 

5. Asking the principal's 
help with a problem 


8 


27 


27 


29 


9 


0 


U6 


30 


15 


8 


student 


6 


15 


22 


26 


32 


8 


15 


8 


38 


30 






second by $6^), and "Discussing classroom work with the principal" 
(ranked first or second by hS%)» (In fact, few, if any, of these 20 
items could be considered peripheral to the teacher's role — "Designing 
a bulletin board with other teachers" and "Planning an individual pro- 
ject for school assemblies" are the two most likely candidates.) We 
note these second-ranking items chiefly to delineate the role expecta- 
tions granted highest priority by the teachers we are studying. 



The priorities assigned to expectations concerning the teacher- 
parent role relationship rank lower than we might expect (although we 
must bear in mind that these items are "competing" with other pressing 
obligations). 6h% of the teachers rank "Attending the local PTA meeting" 
last, while h6% give the rank of four to "Discussing a good student with 
his parents." 



s 

I 







Turning to the marginal comparisons between teachers* and princi- 
pals' expectations for the teacher's role, we see that in sets A, B and 
D about the same percentages of principals as teachers rank the same 
items first. An interesting reversal occurs in set C, where the princi- 
pal sees an obligation to himself as being much more important than 
teachers see that obligation. Sh%, or 7 of the 13, principals think 
"Discussing classroom work with the principal" is of first priority 
in set C, while only 17% of the teachers give the same priority to 
this role requirement. 

This discrepancy is of special interest because two previous 
studies of role relationships have shown that role -partners disagree 
more about their obligations to each other than they do about obliga- 
tions to other members of their role sets. Speier hypothesized that 
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this was the explanation for certain find^gs of The Atneric^i Soldier, see 
Lazarsfeld and Merton (J^^a), and Gross (8) also found that school 
superintendents and school board members had least consensus on expecta- 
tions concerning their own role relationship. With this *^8 

mind, we turn to the three other items that concern the teacher-princi- 
pal role relationship directly. There is some dissensus about ''Advising 
the principal about resource materials." One-quarter of the princip 
rate this as the most important teacher role expectation in the set, 
and lOJg rate it fourth. On the other hand, only 8^ of the teaches 
rate it first, h0% rate it third, and only l6^ rate it fourth, ^inci- 
pals seem to see this as either more or less important than teachers 
do. The other two teacher-principal items, "Working on a committee 
chaired by the principal," and "Asking principal's help with a problem 
student," elicit high consensus between teachers and principals, in , 
insofar as our data are comparable with those of Stouffer and Gross, 
they provide only partial confirmation of the findings reported above. 

"Planning an individual project for school assemblies," a role 
expectation which, as suggested above, has a very low direct relevance 
to the teacher's own classroom, but occupies a place of relatively 
high inroortance to the school building as a whole, is ranked first, 
second or third by only 31^ of teachers, while, by con ras , 
of the principals give it those ranks. 

A puzzling discrepancy turns up in two of the three items con- 
cerning ^rent-teacher relations. Only 3955 of the teachers, co^awd 
to 61*55 of the principals, give a priority of one, two °r three to the 
item: "Discussing a good student with his parents. A 

is reversed for "Meeting parents during open house,' which ^9% of tne 
teachers, and 16^ of the principals rank 1, 2, or 3. 
prefer to be able to see the parents of many of their students all at 
once, while the principal favors individual consultation with parents. 
Because of the uncertainties surrounding the competing items in bhes 
two sets, however, it would be unwise to place 

this difference. Concerning the third parent-teacher item. Attending 
the local FTA meeting," principals and teachers are in very close 
agreement in assigning lowest priority in the set to this expectati . 

When we make the fine comparison between the expectations of the 
teacher and h er own principal on the 11 expectations included ^ ® 

index (see below), the results are similar to those just discussed. 

There is most dissensus on "Advising the Principal about needed res^ 
materials," "Discussing a good student with his parents, and S 

a project for school assemblies" (only 1S%, 19^ and 20^ of the teac ers 
have perfect agreement with their principals on these items). There is 
most agreement about "Explaining a new idea to students, 
local PTA meeting," "Designing a bulletin board with other teachers, 
and "Discussing ways of improving own teaching with a supervisor vob/&, 
63^, $6% and h7% of the teachers have perfect agreement with the princi- 
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pal on these items). The remaining four items yield a moderate araoiami 
of dissensus, with 2b% to 38J2 of the teachers being in perfect agreement 
with their principals. 

In summary, we have found, as we would eacpect, that teachers 
give highest priority to the pivotal attributes of their role. Further, 
they give relatively low priority to their obligations to parents. 
Principals generally agree with teachers about obligations of most 
importance (within the limits of the questions asked here), although in 
one case principals expected the teacher to give a higher priority to 
working with the principal than teachers themselves expect. In a 
second case principals assigned higher or lower priority to working 
with themselves than teachers did; and discrepancies were also noted in 
the area of teacher-parent relations, and teacher responsibilities to 
the school assembly. 



3. Forming the Indices and Scores 
for Individual Teachers 




In atten^ting to determine which of the 20 items should be used 
to form the over-all indices of interposition and intraposition dissensus, 
we were prevented from using a technique of cluster analysis, such as 
was used in forming the satisfaction indices, by the fact that responses 
of two separate groups were involved. If teachers* responses had tended 
to cluster in one way, and principals' in another, then the result of 
an analysis performed on the basis of the differences between them might 
obscure any existing relationships. On the other hand, cluster analysis 
based on the priority ranking marginals discussed above would be diffi- 
cult to execute because of the constraints of the forced choice format. 

It was therefore decided to follow a procedure which would yield 
some assurance that the role elements included were ones about which 
teachers talked to each other. The mean score for teachers in each 
school building separately, on each item, was examined, and the rank 
assigned to the item by the school building was obtained by coir,^aring 
the mean score of all 5 items in the set. Then the rankings granted 
to an item by each of the 13 buildings for which sufficient data existed 
were compared. Only items which received the same or adjacent rankings 
by all buildings were included. For example, item Al, which was ranked 
second by most buildings, was ranked third by several, and fourth by 
one, and was therefore excluded; item B5 was ranked third by most 
buildings, second by two, and fourth by one, and was included. In this 
manner, the decision was made to include items A2 through C2. By 
following this procedure, some of the items about which there was most 
dissensus were excluded. 

Now that the method for selecting items for inclusion in the 
indices has been described, we turn to the exact procedure we followed 
for obtaining a dissensus score for each individual and school building. 
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To obtain the interposition, or teacher-principal dissensus score, the 
teacher's ranking on each item included in the index was compared to 
her own principal's ranking of the same item. For instance, if a teacher 
ranked "Discussing classroom work with the principal" second, and her 
principal ranked the same item third, the teacher would receive a 
dissensus score of "1" for that item. 

The discrepancies between teacher's score and own principal's 
score for all eleven items included in the index were summed to form 
the teacher's total interposition dissensus score. Since the minimum 
possible discrepancy for each item is ), and the maximum is four, the 
range of total dissensus scores for each teacher is potentially 00-lili. 

The actual range of scores is 01-26. About a third of the teachers 
have scores from 1-9, another third score 10-13, and the final third 
score from 11^-26. The distribution of scores on the teacher-principal 
index is, then, weighted in the direction of consensus. 

In order to obtain the intraposition, or teacher-teacher dissensus 
score, the teacher's ranking on each of the same 11 items included in 
the index was compared to the mean ranking for teachers in her school 
building. For instance, if a teacher ranked"Discussing classroom work 
with the principal" second, and the mean rank of teachers in her build- 
ing for that item were 2.5, the teacher would receive a dissensus score 
of .5 for that item. The discrepancies on all 11 items were summed to 
form the teacher's total intraposition dissensus score. 

Again, the potential range is from 00-l^ii, but since the mean for 
teachers in the building is much more likely to be a decimal than a 
whole number, precise comparison between the amounts of the two types 
of dissensus is not sensible. However, there appears to be more con- 
sensus within the teacher group than between teachers and principals, 
as would be expected. The actual range of intraposition scores is 
from 3«0 to 19. 9« 



Ij. Forming the Indices, and Scores, for 
School Buildings 

In forming the index for intraposition dissensus for the school 
build jJig, we simply obtained the variance, unbiased for size, of the 
responses of the teachers in the school building for each item, and 
then summed the variances and divided by 11 to produce a combined 
building-dissensus score. 

We were confronted with two alternatives, described well by 
Gross (8) (esp. pp. 169-70), in composing our interposition dissensus 
score for the separate school buildings. One possibility is to compare 
the mean for teachers in the building with the response of the princi- 
pal. This has the advantage of excluding teacher variance from the 
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consideration of teacher-principal dissensus; a disadvantage is that 
the mean may not accurately represent the response of any single 
teacher. This comparison is labelled "M" by Gross. The alternative, 
which Gross labels ”D," is to consider the variance of the teachers' 
responses around the principal's response. This approach includes 
both the variance within the teacher group, and the difference between 
every teacher and the principal. We formed scores for the 13 buildings 
for which we had sufficient data (i.e., at least U teachers and the 
principal responded), on the basis of both methods. The rank ordering 
of the 13 buildings is the same, with the one exception of two buildings 
with adjacent rankings, according to both methods! We have arbitrarily 
decided to follow the ranking afforded by the variance of the teachers' 
responses around the principal's response. 



Table B-II shows the score and rank for each building, for both 
the interposition and intraposition dissensus indices. 



TABLE B-II 



lOTRAFOSITION DISSENSUS SCORE AND RANK FOR 13 SCHOOL BUILDINGS 
(Buildings Ranked from Low to High Dissensus) 



Building 


(N) 


Rank 


Score 


12 


(U) 


1 


.ii7 


13 


(7) 


2 


.58 


3 


a) 


3 


.73 


5 


(7) 


h 


.81 


HS 




5 


.81i 


10 


(6) 


6 


.87 


9 


(7) 


7 


.88 


11 


(12) 


8 


.89 


U 


(6) 


9 


.9h 


An 


(17) 


10 


.99 


8 


(19) 


11 


1.01 


6 


(15) 


12 


1.27 


1 


(12) 


13 


1.35 


ISENSUS SCORE AND RANK 


FOR lU SC 


Building 


(H) 


Rank 


Score 


11 


(12) 


1 


.68 


12 


(U) 


2 


.72 


HS 


at.) 


3 


.81 


10 


(6) 


h 


.86 


8 


(9) 


5 


.89 


An 


(17) 


6 


.9li 


9 


(7) 


7 


1.10 
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TABLE 3-II (cont.) 



Building 


(W) 


Rank 


Score 


1 


(12) 




nr 


6 


(15) 


9 


1.15 


2 


(It) 


10.5 


1.15 


li 


(5) 


10.5 


1.19 


3 


(i») 


12 


1.25 


13 


(7) 


13 


1.31 


5 


(7) 


ih 


l.hl 



h 



In this form, it is hard to say whether there is "not very much" 

*u X deal" of difference between the buildings in the amounts of 

the two kmds of dissensus that characterize them. When we trichoto- 
mized individual scores of all teachers in a building on each of the 
u ^dices, and then characterized buildings by the number of teachers 
who had low, medium, and high scores, we found that the observed dis- 
tribution was significant between the .0$ and .10 level for both indices. 
Un other words, using the conventional sociological standard of signif- 
icance, we reject the hypothesis that individ al school building is 
associated with interposition or intraposition dissensus.) 



However, when we grouped the buildings according to their level— 
that IS, elementary buildings, elementary- junior high, junior high only, 
annex and high school— we found that the chi square value for the re- 
lation between intraposition dissensus and this building grouping was 
between the .01 and the .02 level. We therefore accept 
the idea that building-level is associated with amount of teacher- 
teacher dissensus. The relation between building-level and interposition 
dissensus IS small, according to the chi square test; and we therefore 
conclude that building-level has relatively little association with 
amount of interposition dissensus. In subsequent analyses involving 
the relation between building dissensus and other variables of interest 
we shall consider not the individual school buildings, but rather 
building level, * 



^ Intercorrelations of Indices 

XU X correlation coefficient for the association between 

the two dissensus indices is .272, which is significant beyond the .01 
level, but which also indicates that there is considerable variance in 
each index which is not explained by the other. 

We would like to analyze the relationship between the two indices 
m more detail, particularly because when we present the relationship 
between each dissensus index and satisfaction we would like to know a 
little more about the teachers who have similar and different amounts of 
the two kinds of dissensus# 
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For purposes of our subsequent analyses, we have divided each 
dissensus index into thirds, not on the basis of the potential range of 
scores as described in section three, but rather on the basis of the 
relation between dissensus and satisfaction. The procedure by which we 
arrived at this second categorization is described in detail in part C 
of this section. For the present, we will simply assume this second 
division. 



TABLE B-III 

PER CENT LOW, MEDIUM AND HIC3H IN TEACHER-TEACHER 
DISSENSUS BY TEACHER-PRINCIPAL DISSENSUS 



Teacher-Teacher 

Dissensus 



Teacher-Principal Dissensus 





Low 

0-7 


Medium 

8-16 


High 

17-26 


IN) 


Low, 0-6 


30.1» 


21.7 


10.5 


( 29 ) 


Medium, 7-9 


52.2 


50.0 


10.5 


(60) 


High, 10-19 


17. li 


28.3 


78.9 


(1*5) 


(H) 


( 23 ) 


( 92 ) 


( 19 ) 


( 131 *) 



79% of the teachers who have high teacher-principal dissensus 
also have a high teacher- teacher dissensus, as shown in Table B-III. 

By contrast, half of the teachers who have low teacher-principal 
dissensus have medium teacher- teacher dissensus. The same percentage 
of teachers who have medium teacher-principal dissensus also have 
medium teacher- teacher dissensus. If the table is reversed, so that 
teacher- teacher dissensus is the "independent" variable, we see that 
69 % of the teachers who have low teacher-teacher dissensus have medium 
teacher-principal dissensus. 



In other words, the data suggest that there may be a "type" of 
teacher who is independent-minded, or alienated, or, in any event, in 
high dissensus with both her principal and with other teachers in her 
building about the role expectations in our index. Ey contrast, most 
teachers who have low teacher-principal dissensus are apt to have 
medium teacher- teacher dissensus; and most teachers who have low 
teacher-teacher dissensus are likely to have medium teacher-principal 
dissensus. There is no single "type" of teacher who is a conformist. 
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or well integrated or anyway in low dissensus with both other teachers 
and the principal; but rather, there is the teacher who has high con- 
sensus with her peers and medium dissensus with her principal; and the 
teacher who has low dissensus with her principal, and medium dissensus 
with other teachers. 



6. Differences Between the Low, Medium , 
and High Dissensus Teachers 



As one way of finding out what the differences between the *' types" 
of teachers described above may be, we examined the priority rankings 
(of the 11 role expectation items included in our index) of the groups 
of teachers who had low, medium, and high dissensus with the principal; 
and the groups of teachers who had low , medium and high dissensus with 
other teachers. 



Since almost all of the teachers who have high teacher-principal 
dissensus also have high teacher- teacher dissensus (see Table 6-II1; 
the reverse is not true, since more teachers have high dissensus with 
other teachers than with the principal), we may examine the pattern of 
rankings of the group of teachers who have high teacher-principal dis- 
sensus to find out what kind of response characterizes the "hard core" 
high dissensus teacher. 



The teacher who has a great deal of dissensus with the principal 
is much less apt than the low or medium dissensus teacher to give 
highest priority (rank of "1") to the three role expectations which we 
earlier labelled pivotal attributes of the teacher's role. Only half 
of the high dissensus teachers give a rank of "1" to "Explaining a new 
idea to students," and even smaller percentages give top priority to 
"Discussing ways of improving one's own teaching with a supervisor," 
and "Listening to a student report," as Table B-IV shows. 



In one sense, these figures merely constitute a validation of our 
indices. They show that the teachers who have high dissensus scores did 
not acquire these scores through idiosyncratic responses to a random 
assortment of items. Rather, they give lower priority than do other 
teachers to precisely those expectations which form the core of the 
teacher's role. Because of the constraints of the forced choice format, 
we cannot say on what aspects of the teacher's role these high-dissensus 
teachers place high priority (high-dissensus teachers rank almost all 
of the remaining items in each set higher than low or medium dissensus 
teachers). In any event, it seems clear that much smaller percentages 
of teachers who have high dissensus with the principal than those who 
have low or medium dissensus place highest priority on those role ex- 
pectations which are most central to the teacher's role. 
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TABLE B-IV 

PERCENTAGES OF lOW, MEDIUM AND HIGH TEACHER- PRINCIPAL 
DISSENSUS TEACHERS VJHO GIVE THE RANK OF "1" TO 
3 PIVOTAL ROLE EXPECTATIONS 



Teacher-Principal Dissensus 



Discussing ways of improving own 


Low 


Medium 


High 


teaching with a supervisor 


69.9 


63.5 


36.8* 


Explaining a new idea to students > 


91.3 


80.2 


52.6* 


Listening to a student report 


69.6 


U3.7 


15.8* 


(N) 


(23) 


(96) 


(19) 



*Chi-square value is significant at the .01 level. 



We camot with as much certainty characterize the low-peer medium- 
superior dissensus ..teachers, and the low-superior medium-peer dissen- 
sus teachers. However, we do have some indications of these differences 
in the responses to a few of the role items. Table B-IV shows that the 
teacher who has low dissensus with the principal is consistently more 
likely to give high priority to the pivotal role expectations than is 
the medium dissensus teacher. (The low teacher-principal dissensus 
scores of these teachers do not seem to derive specifically from these 
Items, however, since larger percentages of the teachers who have low 
teacher-prmcipal dissensus than of the principals themselves give 
highest priority to these items.) This suggests a picture of the 
teacher who has low teacher-principal dissensus as "over-conforming" to 
the generally-held norms of the system. 



There are two items which the low dissensus (with principal) 
teachers rank in a way much more similar to that of the principal than 
of other teachers. They are: "Attending an in-service training activi- 

ty, ^d "Discussing a good student with his parents." 61^ of both 
principals and low dissensus teachers give the rank of 1 or 2 to attend- 
ing an in-service training activity, while only 37 % of the medium dis- 
sensus teachers accord this importance to it. 31 % of the principals, 

17 % of the low dissensus teachers, and only 6 % of the medium dissensus 
teachers give a rank of 1 or 2 to discussing a good student with his 
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parents. Both of these comparisons, but especially the first, suggest 
that the low-dissensus teacher may concur with official ideology at 
the expense of the separate interests of the teacher's status. While 
administrators in general probably believe that in-service training 
is a "good thing," and in fact extra course credits are often required 
for pay increments, most teachers probably feel that the usefulness of 
these courses is extremely limited. 



When we look for differences between teachers who have low and 
medium dissensus with other teachers, we find one item which the two 
groups rank in strikingly different ways. 9h% of the teachers who have 
low dissensus with their peers accord a rank of 1 or 2 to "Extra reading 
for classroom work," while only S9% of the medium peer-dissensus teachers 
do so. Even fewer — 3^% — of the principals expect that teachers will 
place a high priority on this activity. This is a private activity, 
which no one but the teacher herself knows that she is performing. It 
seems that the teacher who has low teacher-teacher dissensus is more 
apt to place high value on this self -enhancing activity than are either 
principals or teachers who have medium dissensus with other teachers. 
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C. Satisfaction and Dissensus: The Two Variable Realtionship 



In Parts A and B we presented our procedures for measuring the 
variables of chief interest, and their distributions in the school 
system. We are working with three types of satisfaction: instrumental 

satisfaction with the system as a whole, affective satisfaction with 
the system as a whole, and affective satisfaction with own school 
building; and two types of dissensus: inter-position, or teacher- 

principal dissensus, and intraposition, or teacher- teacher dissensus. 

We are now in a position to test the hypotheses we have made about 
the relationships of each of the two dissensus types with each of the 
three satisfaction types, on both the individual and the building level. 

Our basic hypotheses, at the outset of the research, were that 
there is a linear relationship between intraposition dissensus and 
system- instrumental, system-affective, and building-affective satisfac- 
tion, such that individulas who have the least dissensus (the most 
consensus) are the most satisfied ; we hypothesized a linear relationship 
in the same direction between interposition dissensus and each of the 
three satisfaction types. The data presented here will lend modest 
support to the hypothesized relationship between intraposition, or 
teacher-teacher dissensus, and satisfaction. By contrast, we will find 
no confirmation for the hypothesized relationship between interposition 
dissensus and satisfaction. Rather, we will see that teachers who have 
medium disagreement with their principals are more satisfied than either 
teachers who agree most (low dissensus) or teachers who disagree most 
with their principals (high dissensus). 

Intraposition Dissensus and Satisfaction 



In our initial analysis of the relationship between teacher-teacher 
dissensus and satisfaction, we created five dissensus categories, and 
examined the amount of satisfaction of teachers who fell into each 
dissensus category. Table C-I shows that the teachers who agree most 
with their peers have the most building-affective satisfaction, while 
those who disagree most are least satisfied. The relationship between 
dissensus and instrumental satisfaction is also roughly linear. There 
is virtually no relationship between teacher-teacher dissensus and 
affective satisfaction. 

In forming working categories of intraposition dissensus, we could 
have decided on either a dichotomous division (0-9 and 10-19) or a tri- 
chotomous one (0-6, 7-9, and 10-19). Even though the total number of 
teachers in our sample is fairly small, the drop in building -affective 
satisfaction in the 7-8 dissensus category and the slight rise in instru- 
mental satisfaction in the same category, convinced us that a trichoto- 
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my would be more sensitive in revealing differences in satisfaction 
levels. (The complex analysis of Part D justifies the advisability 
of this procedure). 



TABLE C-I 



Mean Building-Affective, Instrumental, and Affective 
Satisfaction Scores by Intraposition (Teacher-Teacher) Dissensus 



Intraposition Dissensus 













0-6 


7-8 


9 


10-11 


12-19 


Building-Af fee tive 

Satisfaction 

(W) 


59.3 

(30) 


55.8 

(31) 


57.6 

(26) 


5U.2 

(27) 


511.5 

(17) 


Instrumental Sat. 
(N) 


61.1 

(32) 


62.3 

(36) 


62.8 

(27) 


97.9 

(29) 


56.1 

(21) 


Affective Satisfaction 
(N) 


30.8 

(32) 


31.5 

(36) 


31.3 

(27) 


30.6 

(29) 


29.3 

(21) 


Table C-II shows 


the satisfaction 


levels 


of teachers 


in the three 



"collapsed" intraposition dissensus categories. 



TABLE C-II 



Building-Affective, Instrumental, and Affective Satisfaction 
by Intraposition Dissensus (Trichotomistsd) 



Building-Af f ec tive 

Satisfaction 

(N) 

Instrumental Sat. 

(N) 

Affective Satisfaction 

(N) 



Intraposition Dissensus 

Low Medium High 

0-6 7-9 10-19 



59.3* 56.6 5U.3 

(30) (57) (til) 

61.1 62.5 57.1 

(32) (63) (li9) 

30.6 31.li 30.1 

(32) (63) (li9) 



*tau-beta= >15» sig. at .05 level 
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On the basis of this presentation, we see that the hypothesized linear 
relationship between intraposition dissensus and building-affective 
satisfaction is confirmed at the .05 level of significance. Teachers 
who have low intraposition dissensus are, indeed, most satisfied with 
the affective side of their own school building. 

The hypothesized relationship between instrumental satisfaction 
and dissensus is offered some support by the drop in satisfaction in 
the high dissensus category. In other words, even though teachers who 
have low and medium dissensus with their peers have about the same amounts 
of instrumental satisfaction, teachers who have high intraposition dis- 
sensus report less satisfaction than teachers in either of the other two 
categories. This is consistent with the originally hypothesized rela- 
tionship. 

There is virtually no relationship between satisfaction with the 
affective side of the system and intraposition dissensus j the hypothe- 
sis is not supported with respect to this type of satisfaction. 

In sum, when we look at three tests of the basic hypothesis, we 
find that in one case the hypothesis is neither confirmed nor denied by 
the data, in a second case the data tend to support the hypothesis, ^d 
in a third the hypothesis is supported at a statistically significan 
level. Overall, modest support for the inverse relationship between 
satisfaction and intraposition dissensus has been offered. 



Interposition Dissensus and Satisfaction 

Six categories of teacher-principal dissensus were formed for 
purposes of initial analysis of the relation between interposition 
dissensus and the three types of satisfaction. The most striking 
observation that can be made about Table C-III is that there is a per- 
fectly curvilinear relationship between interposition dissensus and each 
of the three types of satisfaction (with the slight exception of t e 
.3 rise in instrumental satisfaction in the lli-l6 dissensus category 
over the 12-13 category), such that teachers who have medium dissensus 
with the principal are the most satisfied. There is a broad band of 
disagreement with the principal which is compatible with high satis- 
faction, but once a teacher falls outside of that band, either in the 
direction of unusually low dissensus (high agreement), or unusually 
high dissensus, her satisfaction drops. 

It is clear that for the purpose of analyzing the relationship be- 
tween interposition dissensus and satisfaction, it is necessary to form 
three dissensus categories. It is further evident that it is the 
teachers in the extreme category at either end of the dissensus range 
who reported a different amount of satisfaction than those in the 
middle four categories. The latter were accordingly combined, to form the 
•’medium dissensus’' group. The results of this procedure are shown in 

Table C-IV. 












TABLE C-III 



Building-Affective, Instrumental, and System-Affective Satisfaction 
by Interposition (Teacher-Principal) Dissensus 



Interposition Dissensus 





0-7 


8-9 


10-11 


12-12 


lU-16 


17-26 


Building Affective 
Satisfaction 
(N) 


$2.1 

(23) 


57.9 

(16) 


59.2 

(2h) 


57.8 

(22) 


56.lt 

(25) 


5 I 1.6 

( 16 ) 


Instrumental 

Satisfaction 

(N) 


5 I 1.6 

(23) 


63.8 

(22) 


63.9 

(26) 


61.8 

(2U) 


62.1 

(28) 


55.7 

(20) 


Affective 

Satisfaction 

(N) 


27.7 

(23) 


31.7 

(22) 


32.3 

(26) 


32.5 

(2U) 


31.6 

( 28 ) 


30.2 

( 20 ) 



TABLE C-IV 



Building-Affective, Instrumental, and System-Affective Satisfaction 
by Interposition Dissensus (Trichotomized) 



Interposition Dissensus 





Low 


Medium 


High 


Building -Affective 


0-7 


8-16 


17-26 


Satisfaction 


52 . It 


57.8 


5U.6 


(N) 


( 23 ) 


(87) 


(16) 


Instrumental Satisfaction 


5U.6 


62.8 


55.7 


W 


( 23 ) 


(100) 


(20) 


Affective Satisfaction 


27.7 


32.0 


30.2 


( 23 ) 


(100) 


(20) 


We see again that it 


is the teachers 


who have 


medium interposi- 


tion dissensus who are the 


most satisfied. 


These data concerning the 



realtionship between teacher-principal dissensus and satisfaction 
clearly do not support our basic hypothesis. In place of the predicted 
relationship, we observe a different pattern — one which was not ex- 




pected, but which consistently involves fairly large differences/^ 

‘The low dissensus teachers (those who agree most with their princi- 
pals), report less of each of the three types of satisfaction which 
we have measured than do the medium dissensus teachers. This is the 
group which presents difficulties to our basic hypothesis. (The fact 
that teachers who have high dissensus from the principal also report 
low satisfaction presents no problem to us, since we predicted that 
these teachers would have low levels of satisfaction. ) Even though we 
did not expect a different relationship between intrap osition dissensus 
and satisfaction, and interp osition dissensus and satisfaction, we 
should not, in fact, be surprised when we find that low dissensus from 
peers has a very different relation to satisfaction than does low dis- 
sensus from a superior. 
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Two other aspects of the data presented in Table C-IV call for 
brief comraent. The low dissensus teachers report less of each of the 
three types of satisfaction than do the high dissensus teachers. These 
differences are small, in each case, and we will not attempt to draw 
any further conclusions about the relative satisfaction of the low and 
high interposition dissensus teachers. 

The absolute number of teachers in both the low and high dissen- 
sus categories is small. This suggests that the teachers in these 
categories may, in some sense, be regarded as ‘'deviant;" alternatively, 
the small number of teachers in these categories may be attributable 
simply to our small total sample. 

Before closing the subject of the two-variable relationship be- 
tween individual interposition dissensus and satisfaction, we will 
present one more table. Since the relationship between teacher- 



”**Here we note the difficulty of finding an adequate measure of associ- 
ation, or statistical test of significance, for the curvilinear rela- 
tionship. The tau-beta measure of association, which we reported for 
the linear relationship between intraposition dissensus and building- 
affective satisfaction, is useless in measuring a curvilinear relation: 
a perfect curvilinear relationship will yeild a tau-beta value of 0, 

The analysis of variance technique requires that the data be measured 
on an interval scale, an assumption which we, along with most sociologists, 
are unwilling to make. This leaves us with no alternative but the chi 
square measure of association, a measure which is cruder than tau-beta. 
Having said this, we may point out here that the difference in the mean 
building-affective satisfaction scores of teachers who have low and 
high intraposition dissensus is 5.0. The difference in the mean build- 
ing-affective satisfaction scores of teachers whohave low and medium 
interposition dissensus is 5.U. This comparison has no technical stand- 
ing; however, it serves to give us some idea of how "large" the differ- 
ence is. 
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i|i5:^cipal dissensus and each of the three satisfaction indices was so 
similar, we formed an index of "total" satisfaction, by classifying each 
teacher as being "low," in all three types of satisfaction, "high," in 
all three types of satisfaction, or a mixture of low in one or two, and 
high in the other. The relationship between teacher-principal dissensus 
and total satisfaction is shown on Table C-V. 



TABLE C-V 



Total Satisfaction by Interposition Dissensus 



if 



Interposition Dissensus 



Total 

Satisfaction 





Low 


Medium 


High 




0-7 


8-16 


17-26 


Low- 
All 3 




19^ 


2$% 


Mixture 


26% 


36% 


58% 


High- 
All 3 


26% 


13% 


17% 


(N) 


(23) 


(7Uf 


(12)“ 



*The chi-square value = 10.775, which is significant between the .05 and 
.02 level. 

®The number of cases in the medium and high dissensus categories is smaller 
here than in Table C-IV, because teachers for whom all three satisfaction 
scores were not available, were not included in this table. 

The result of combining the three indices has been to make the curvilinear 
relationship between teacher-principal dissensus and satisfaction more 
obvious. Slightly less than half of the teachers who have low teacher- 
principal dl>sensus fall into the "low" category of all three satisfaction 
indices. h3% of the teachers who have medium dissensus from the principal 
are high in satisfaction according to all three indices, while only 26% 
of the low dissensus teachers, and 17^ of the high dissensus teachers fall 
into the high category. Once again, we see that the teacher who has 
medium role dissensus with the principal is more satisfied (in this case, 
i^ith all aspects of the school system) than either the teacher who agrees 
most or the teacher who disagrees most with the principal. 
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School Building Dissensus and Individual Satisfaction 

We have seen that there is a relation (inverse) between the amount 
of intra-position dissensus of the individual teacher and her satisfactionj 
and that there is a relation (curvilinear) between the arao\int of inter- 
position dissensus of the individual teacher and her satisfaction. Now, 
we would like to determine whether the satisfaction of the individual 
teacher has any relation to the amount of dissensus in the school building 
as a whole. 

Intraposition Dissensus 

We have divided the school buildings into six intraposition dissensus 
categories. Table C-VI shows the relationship between amount of intra- 
position dissensus in the school building, and the satisfaction of the 
teachers in the building. 



TABLE C-VI 

Building -Affective, Instrumental, and System- Affective Satisfaction by 
School Building Intraposition Dissensus 








Building- Affective 
Satisfaction 
(N of individuals) 
(N of buildings) 

Instrumental 
Satisfaction 
(N of individuals) 
(N of buildings) 

Affective 
Satisfaction 
(N of individuals) 
(N of buildings) 



h7-.58 


.73-. 81 




ON 

CO 

• 

1 

oo 

• 


.9U-1.01 


1.27-1.35 


60.6 


59.3 


58.1 


55.9 


53.5 


55.0 


(11) 


(11) 


0*0) 


(20) 


(36) 


(26) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 3) 


( 2) 


6U.3 


56.9 


62.5 


60.7 


51i.2 


56.9 


(11) 


(13) 


(U*) 


(26) 


m 


(28) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 3) 


( 2) 


31.6 


31.0 


32.3 


31.2 


29.0 


29.1 


(11) 


(13) 


au) 


(26) 


m 


(28) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 3) 


( 2) 



The relationship between building -affective satisfaction and the 
amount of intraposition dissensus in the school building is almost per- 
fectly linear. The school buildings with the smallest amount of teacher- 
teacher dissensus have the teachers who are most satisfied with the af- 
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S fective side of the school building; teacher satisfaction declines stead- 

J ily as amount of intraposition dissensus increases, except for a slight 

rise in the satisfaction level of teachers in the buildings with the most < 

intraposition dissensus. 

The relationship between amount of intraposition dissensus in the ^ 

building and instrumental satisfaction is roughly linear, although there 
are two bunps in the line (the relatively high satisfaction in the build- 
ings with ,87-. 89 intraposition dissensus and the buildings with the 
I highest intraposition dissensus). I 

f: d 

I There are only very small differences between the buildings in 

system— affective satisfaction, but it is the case that teachers in the 
three school building categories of lowest intraposition dissensus are 
slightly more satisfied than teachers in the three school building cate- 
gories of highest intraposition dissensus. 

In sura, we have seen that teachers in the school buildings where | 

intraposition dissensus in lowest (i.e., where teachers agree most with 
other teachers about role expectations for their own jobs) are generally ^ 

more satisfied than are teachers in school buildings where intraposition 
I dissensus is high. We expected that this relation would be seen most 

cleArly in the association of intrapos it ion dissensus to building^af f ec tive 
I satisfaction, since dissensus with other teachers in the school building 

I ought to be related to how much affective satisfaction the building pro- 

I vldes the teacher, and this is, in fact, the case. 

I We conclude that the relationship between individual intr^osition j 

\ dissensus and satisfaction, and school building intraposition dissensus 

and individual satisfaction, is roughly the same, and in the direction 
I that we originally predicted. I 



I 



I 




Interposition Dissensus . 

The school buildings were divided into six categories on the basis of 
their interposition, or teacher-principal, dissensus. Table C-VII shows 
the relationship between interposition dissensus in the school building, 
and the satisfaction of teachers in the building. 

There is virtually no association between any of the three satis- 
faction indices and the amount of interposition dissensus in the school 
building. Teachers in the buildings with the least interposition dissen- 
sus have less building-affective satisfaction than teachers in any of the 
other school buildings. (This is what we expected, on the assumption 
that individual satisfaction would have a similar relation to building 
dissensus as to individual dissensus,) This is not true, however, for 
either of the other two satisfaction indices. In general, the differences 
in amounts of satisfaction among the six building dissensus categories are 
small, and present no clear pattern. 
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TABLE C-VII 

Building-Affective, Instrumental, and System-Affective Satisfaction by 
School Building Interposition Dissensus 



School Building Interposition Dissensus 



Building -Affective 


. 52:59 


.60 


.73-. 75 


.80-. 86 


.98-1.08 


1.20-1.2lt 


Satisfaction 


51.1 


58.1 


56.lt 


55.9 


57.3 


58.7 


(N of individuals) 


(11) 


(UO) 


(36) 


(17) 


(18) 


(111) 


(N of buildings) 
Instrumental 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


Satisfaction 


57.7 


62.5 


59.2 


57.6 


57.3 


59.5 


(N of individuals) 


(17) 


(i»U 


(39) 


(19) 


(21) 


(15) 


(N of buildings) 
Affective 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


Satisfaction 


30.6 


32.3 


31.8 


28.7 


30.3 


30.3 


(N of individuals) 


(17) 


(li.) 


(39) 


(19) 


(21) 


(15) 


(N of buildings) 


( 2) 


( 1) 


( 3) 


( 2) 


( 2) 


( 2) 



In reviewing the findings reported so far, we may summarize them as 
follows: 1) The inverse relationship between individual intraposition 

dissensus and building -affective and instrumental satisfaction, such that 
the low dissensus teacher is most satisfied, supports our hypothesis. 

There is no relation between individual intraposition dissensus cind system- 
affective satisfaction. 2) There is a curvilinear relation, such that 
the medium dissensus teacher is most satisfied, between interposition 
dissensus and each of three types of satisfaction. This pattern is counter 
to our hypothesis. When the three types are combined to form a measure of 
total satisfaction, the curvilinear relation is more sharply defined than 
it is when the relation to dissensus is considered for any of the satis- 
faction indices singly. 3) The relation between building intraposition 
dissensus and individual satisfaction is an inverse one. The relation is 
most marked for building -affective satisfaction, and barely apparent for 
system-affective satisfaction, li) There is no relation between building 
interposition dissensus and satisfaction. 










D . Intraposition Dissensus and Satisfaction; Multivariate Analysis 
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In this part j W6 have choson to analyze further the relationship be- 
tween intraposition j or teacher- teacher, dissensus and satisfaction. When 
the two-variable relationship between dissensus and each of the three types 
of satisfaction was examined above, we found that low intraposition dis- 
sensus teachers (those who agree most with other teachers about role ex- 
pectations for their own jobs), have the most satisfaction with their 
school building, while high dissensus teachers (those who disagree most), 
were the least satisfied. A smaller relationship, in roughly the same 
linear direction, is seen in the two-variable relationship between teacher- 
teacher dissensus and instrumental satisfaction. There is virtually no 
difference in the system-affective satisfaction of teachers who have low, 
medium, or high dissensus with other teachers. 

Here we will explore these basic findings in more detail. Our chief 
tool will be the introduction into the analysis of several antecedent, or 
"background," variables. In particular, type of undergraduate schooling, 
years in the system, socioeconomic status (as measured by father's educa- 
tion), sex, and age, will be critical. The relation between dissensus 
and satisfaction will be examined again, for different values of each of 
these variables. For instance, tables showing amounts of satisfaction 
for low, medium, and high dissensus teachers will be presented separately 
for those who attended teacher- training college, and for those who attended 
liberal arts college. We hope by this means to show that the relationship 
between dissensus and satisfaction varies under different social condi- 
tions . 

Interest will focus expecially on the low- dissensus teacher. We 
will show that very different amounts of satisfaction are reported by the 
low dissensus teacher-training graduate as compared with the low dissensus 
liberal arts graduate, the low dissensus woman as compared with the low 
dissensus man, and so on. In general, we will be able to say that low 
dissensus is experienced very differently by people in different social 
positions. 

Low dissensus teachers who received their undergraduate training 
at teacher- training schools, whose fathers had only a high school education 
or less, who are women, who are $0 or over, and who have been in the same 
school building for five years or more will be shown to be much more sat- 
isfied, according to all three measures of satisfaction, than low dissensus 
teachers in the counterpart statuses of those just listed. We will 
offer the tentative explanation that it is those teachers who are most 
likely to take "other teachers," as a reference group who are especially 
satisfied when they are in low dissensus with (agree with) other teachers 
in their building. 
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The Influence of Schooling 



TABLE D-I 

MEAN SATISFACTION BY INTRAFOSITION DISSENSUS 
AND TYPE OF UNDERGRADUATE SCHOOLING 



Teacher-Training School 



Dissensus 



Liberal Arts School 



Dissensus 



Low 


Medium 


High 


Low 


Medium 


High 


6U.3* 

(13) 


S5.U 

(30) 


51..6 

(25) 


55.6 

(11) 


58.8 

(19) 


53. U 
(lit) 


70.9 

(11) 


60.9 

(33) 


5U.8 

(30) 


53.7 

(11) 


65.7 

(22) 


50.0 

(15) 


36.5'' 

(lli) 


30.li 

(33) 


28.8 

(30) 


26.7 

(11) 


32.7 

(22) 


31.5 

(15) 


.01 level (using tau-beta 


measure 


of correlation) 



Building-Affective 

Satisfaction 

(N) 

Instrumental 

Satisfaction 

(N) 

Sys tern- Af fee t ive 
Satisfaction 
(N) 



Looking first at the effect on satisfaction of different amounts of 
dissensus within the group of teachers who received their undergraduate 
education at a teacher- training college, (See Table D-p it is apparent 
that the association between high dissensus and low building-affective 
and instrumental satisfaction observed in the original two-variable table 
is enhanced greatly. The lack of a two-variable relationship between 
dissensus and affective satisfaction is changed into a large association, 
in the same direction, when only teachers who received their undergraduate 
training at teacher-training school are considered. It can be seen also 
that the largest decline in amount of satisfaction occurs between the ow 
and medi\im dissensus groups, although there is a small decline in moving 
from the medium to the high dissensus group as well. 

The relationship of dissensus to satisfaction among those who went 
to liberal arts colleges is quite different. Although the differences in 
satisfaction between the three dissensus categories are smaller (except 
for the instrumental satisfaction index), it is clearly the medium dissen- 
sus group which reports the most of all three types of satisfaction. a 
is, liberal arts graduates who have a moderate amount of disagreement with 
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other teachers are more satisfied tlan either teachers who have extremely 
low or extremely high dissensus. 

If we compare those who went to teacher-training school with those 
who went to liberal arts college^ for each dissensus category separately, 
we find that an unusually large difference between these two groups of 
teachers occuzg among those who have low dissensus (high agreement) with 
other teachers in their building. For those teachers who received their 
undergraduate training at teacher- training colleges, low dissensus is as- 
sociaiied with unusually high satisfaction, while, by contrast, low dis- 
sensus is associated with average or less -than-ave rage satisfaction for 
teachers who went to liberal arts college. Teachers in the system as a 
whole have a mean building-affective satisfaction score of ^ mean 

instrumental satisfaction score of 58. 3> suid a mean system-affective 
satisfaction score of 30.3* Liberal arts graduates who have low dissensus 
with other teachers have the same amount of mean building-affective satis- 
faction as teachers in the system as a whole, and somewhat less instrumental 
and system-affective satisfaction than the average teacher in the system. 

By contrast, the teacher-training school graduates who have low dissensus 
with other teachers have a mean building satisfaction score of 6U.3, a 
mean instrumental satisfaction score of 70.9, snd a mean affective satis- 
faction score of 36.5* other words, the relationship of low dissensus 
to satisfaction is radically different for teacher-training college gradu- 
ates and liberal arts graduates. 

The Influence of Length of Service in School Building 



TABLE D-II 

MEAN SATISFACTION BY INTRAPOSITION DISSENSUS AND NUMBER OF YEARS IN 

IN SCHOOL BUILDING 



5 or more years in school building 

Dissensus 



O-U years in building 
Dissensus 





low 


medium 


high 


low 


medium 


high 


Building-affective 

Satisfaction 

(N) 


62.6* 

(7) 


58.1 

(28) 


55.3 

(16) 


57.8 

(21) 


5t.8 

(25) 


53.8 

(25) 


Instrumental 

Satisfaction 

(N) 


69.1 

(8) 


65.8 

(28) 


60.7 

(18) 


58.1 

(22) 


59.3 

(30) 


55.9 

(26) 


Sys tem-Af f ec t ive 
Satisfaction 


35.3 

(8) 


30.3 

(28) 


31.i» 

(18) 


29.3 

(22) 


32.3 

(30) 


29.9 

(26) 


*tau-beta = .187, 


sig. betw. 


.05 end 


.10 level 
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For teachers who have been in the school building for 
more, there is a linear relationship between dissensus and satisfaction, 
such that the low dissensus teachers have the highest scores onfall t ree 
satisfaction indices. The differences between the dissensus categories are 
not as large as they were for the teacher-training school graduates 
in fact, high dissensus teachers have slightly more system-affectiye satis- 
faction than medium dissensus teachers), but the linear relationship e- 
tween dissensus and satisfaction still emerges plainly. 

The picture is not so clear for teachers who have been in the school 
building for only four years or less. There is 

the three dissensus categories for all three types of satisfaction, for 
this group of teachers. There is a small linear relationship between 
dissensus and satisfaction with the school building, a small curvilinear 
relationship between dissensus and affective satisfaction (medium dissen- 
sus teachers most satisfied), while high dissensus teachers have somewhat 
lower instrumental satisfaction than do either low or medium dissensus 
teachers. Probably the most important thing to be said about this table 
is that the association between intraposition dissensus and satisfaction, 
for teachers who have been in the fuilding four years or less, is small. 
None of the relationships shown are statistically significant. 



If the effect of dissensus is examined, with years in the building 
held constant, it is evident that low dissensus is associated with unusu- 
ally high satisfaction among teachers who have been in the building for 
a long time, but low dissensus is associated with average, or below aver- 
age, satisfaction for newcomers. In general (table not presented), those 
who have been teaching in the building for a long time report somewhat 
more instrumental and building-affective satisfaction than do newcomers. 
(This difference is reflected in the comparison of amounts of satisfaction 
for every dissensus level, as measured by all three indices--except for 
the higher system-affective satisfaction of medium dissensus newcomers). 
Even taking this fact into account, however, we can see that the largest 
differences occur in the comparisons between low dissensus newcomers and 
low dissensus oldtimers. 



The Influence of Age 

When teachers are divided by age into those under h9 and those 50 
years o?.d and over., the older teachers resemble those who have been in 
the school building five years or more, while the yc’onger teacViers re- 
semble newcomers to the building. This is to be expected, since 6S% of 
the older teachers have in fact been in the building five years or more. 

The Influence of Socio-Economic Status 

Among those teachers whose fathers had only a high school education 
or less, the linear relationship between dissensus and satisfaction, al- 
ready familiar through its appearance for those who went to teacher- 



53 


















training school^ and the oldt inters in the school building^ is once again 
evident. (See Table D-III, ) Low dissensus teachers have xmusually high 
satisfaction^ medium dissensus teachers are less satisfied^ while high 
dissensus teachers are unusually dissatisfied. Even though there are only 
nine low dissensus teachers represented in this table ^ the association 
between dissensus and satisfaction is so large it could have occurred by 
chance only one time in a hundred. 



TABLE D-III 

MEAN SATISFACTION BI INTRAPOSITION DISSENSUS AND FATHER'S EDUCATION 



Father Finished H.S. Only 



Building-Af f ec tive 


Dissensus 
low medium 


Satisfaction 


62.1* 


57.8 


(N) 


(9) 


(11.) 


Instrumental 


Satisfaction 


67.5 


61..5 


(») 


(17) 


(39) 


Sys tem-Af f e c t ive 


Satisfaction 


23.2 


21.5 


(M) 


(17) 


(39) 



-t^sig. at .01 level 



Father Attended College 
Dissensus 



high 


low 


medium 


high 




51..9 


53.9 


51*. 1. 


(lii) 


(16) 


(35) 


(25) 


61.6 


50.8 


58.7 


19.1 


(30) 


(9) 


(16) 


(15) 


21.8 


16.6 


20.9 


17.1 


(30) 


(9) 


(16) 


(15) 



There is virtually no re''ationship between intraposition dissensus 
and satisfaction, for those teachers whose fathers attended college. 



As before, even though teachers whose fathers had only a high school 
education are generally more satisfied, this discrepancy is exaggerated 
for the low dissensus teachers. (The difference between the mean scores 
of those whose fathers had only a high school education and those whose 
fathers went on to college in building- level satisfaction, for instance, 
is 2.8, while the difference between the scores of the low dissensus 
teachers in the two groups is 7.2.) 

The Influence of Sex 



The relationship between dissensus and satisfaction for women teachers 
is similar to that for teachers whose fathers had only a high school edu- 















cation; that is^ the low dissensus women are most satisfied^ the high dis- 
sensus women least so. (See Table D-IV.) This pattern is especially 
marked when building -affective satisfaction is considered. Low and medium 
dissensus teachers have almost identical amounts of instrumental and sys- 
tem-affective satisfaction, and the drop in satisfaction for high dissen- 
sus teachers is modest. 



TABLE D-IV 



MEAN SATISFACTION BY INTRAPOSITION DISSENSUS AND SEX 



Among the men, there is a curvilinear relationship between dissensus 
and building -affective satisfaction, and dissensus and system-affective 
satisfaction; and virtually no relationship between dissensus and instru- 
mental satisfaction. 



When low dissensus women are compared with low dissensus men, we 
find that the low dissensus women report more of each of the three types 
of satisfaction than do the men. (Since the overall satisfaction scores 
of men and women are the same on all three indices, this difference can 
probably be attributed to the effect of sex within the low dissensus 
category. ) 



Summarizing the tables we have presented here, we can draw the fol- 
lowing conclusions: 1) There is a marked linear relationship between 

dissensus and building-affective, instrumental, and system-affective 
satisfaction: the low dissensus teachers are the most satisfied, and the 

high dissensus teachers the least satisfied, among those groups of teach- 
ers who attended teacher-training school, who have been in their school 













Women 






Men 


1 






Dissensus 






Dissensus 


41 




LoXiT 


Medium 


High 


Low 


Medium 


High 1 


Building-Af f ec t ive 










1 


Satisfaction 


59.8* 55.2 


5U.3 


5U.3 


59.U 


5U.U 1 


(N) 


(25) 


(36) 


(26) 


(U) 


(20) 


(18) 1 


Instrumental 

Satisfaction 


62.3 


62.0 


58.5 


55.U 


5U.0 


55.3 


(N) 


(26) 


(UO) 


(28) 


(5) 


(22) 


(22) 


Sus tem-Af f ec t ive 
Satisfaction 


31.U 


31.1 


30.5 


28.6 


31.5 


29.6 i 


(ij) 

«sig. at .05 level 


(26) 


(UO) 


(28) 


(5) 


(22) 


(22) 

1 



uilding for five years or more, are 50 years old or over, whose fathers 
had only a high school education or less, and who are womens 2) The 
pattern of relationships between dissensus and satisfaction among liberal 
arts college graduates, those in the school building four years or less, 
those under 50, those whose fathers attended college, and men is less 
clear. Medium dissensus liberal arts college graduates are most satis- 
fied on all three satisfaction dimensions; medium dissensus teachers in " 
the building four years or less have most system-affective satisfaction; 
medium dissensus teachers whose fathers went to college have most system- 
affective ^d instrumental satisfaction; and medium dissensus men have 
nios building -arrBctive and system-afr©ctive satis Taction* The remaining 
con^arisons show either no differences in satisfaction among the three 
dissensxis groups, or a modest linear relationship. 3) Low dissensus 
among the groups mentioned in (1) is associated with much higher satis- 
f action than is low dissensus among the groups mentioned in (2), and this 
difference between the groups holds every time the corsiparison is made, and 
on the basis of all three dimensions of satisfaction. 



Exploration of Explanat ions 



hj u accoimt for this series of surprising specifying tables? 

we shall look for some common factor in the social structural position 
of those teachers whose fathers had only a high school education, who 
went to a teacher- training college, who have been in the school building 

more, and who are women. We hypothesize that each of 
!phese status gr oups is more likely to take '»other teachers" as a refer - 
gnce group than are their counterpart those whose fathers went 

to college, those who themselves went to a liberal arts college, those 
who have been in the school building for four years or less, and men. 

Let us consider each of these divisions. Teachers who received their 
undergraduate training at a teacher-training college probably are proto- 
typical of the teachers who take other teachers as a reference group. 

As youngsters finishing high school, many of these teachers already knew, 
or seriously considered the possibility, that they would like to make 
teaching their career. Accordingly, they enrolled in a teacher's college, 
or the teacher preparation unit of a state college or a university. From 
their first year of college they were favorably disposed towards the atti- 
tudes of educators. Their training included the opportunity to student- 
teach (which involves a close relationship with an experienced teacher), 
or at least the opportunity to observe experienced teachers in the class- 
room. Their own classroom teachers were very likely to have taught in 
elementa^ or high school at some time in the past. In short, the teacher 
who received her undergraduate training at a teacher-training college is 
very likely to have had both favorable initial attitudes towards teaching 
as a career, and also, considerable opportunity for mticipatory sociali- 
zation. It seems ye^ likely that once she becomes a teacher, she will 
orient herself positively toward the normative expectations of other 












teachers. When she finds herself in agreement with them in their expecta- 
tions about the teacher's role (low intraposition role dissensus), she 
feels very satisfied with the school system and with her own school 
building. 

By contrast, the person who has gone to a liberal arts college, or 
a unit other than the teacher preparation unit of a state college or \mi- 
versity, was less likely to be actively considering teaching at the time 
she began undergraduate schooling. In fact, she may have hoped for a 
different career, and at some later point have decided to teach, due to 
various negative or expedient considerations, such as poor performance 
in other courses, the condition of the job market when she graduated from 
college, (or, for women, and over half of our sample are female) 
single condition or factors related to her husband's career plans. Sue 
a teacher would be much less likely than the teacher-training college 
graduate to take other teachers as a reference group. The graduate of a 
liberal arts college may be more apt to orient herself to the expecta- 
tions of peers in her college major, or to graduates who took alterna- 
tive jobs that she may also have considered. In general, we would expec|i 
the liberal arts graduate to be familiar with a wider range of occupatioijial 
areas, to be better qualified for other jobs, and also, perhaps, to be | 
more actively considering jobs in other areas, than the teacher- training f 
college graduate. These considerations would lead her away from taking 
other teachers as a reference group. We would expect the effect of low 
dissensus on satisfaction to be much different for this teacher than for 
the teacher-training college graduate, and this is in fact the case. 

When the liberal arts college graduate is in high agreement with other 
teachers, she reports average or less than average satisfaction. It 
seems that she derives no special satisfaction from being in agreement 
with a group towards which she is not positively oriented. 

The teacher whose father's education did not extend beyond high 
school can certainly be said to have experienced social mobility in her 
own lifetime. Education has a high correlation with other indicators 
of socio-economic status, so that it can probably be said of most of our 
teachers whose fathers had only a high school education, that they have 
risen from the working class to the middle class. We would expect them 
to be positively oriented toward the profession which made their mobility 
possible, and to take other teachers as a reference group. Teachers of 
low SES backgrounds who have low dissensus with other teachers do report a 
great deal more satisfaction than either medium or high dissensus teachers 
of low SES background, or teachers with high SES background and low dis- 
sensus . 

Teachers whose own fathers attended college can be assumed to have 
experienced less social mobility than teachers whose fathers did not. 

They may also be proud of their teaching status, but on the whole we 
would expect them to have less reason to be positively oriented to teach- 
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that even though there are always idiosyncra significant to 
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III. CONCLUSIONS 



In discussing the conclusions of this research, we may begin by re- 
ferring to the three objectives which we identified at the outset of our 
work; 1 - to analyze the contextual effects of role dissensus; 2 - to 
advance the study of the consequences of role dissensus; and 3 to employ 
a theoretically meaningful* set of indicators of orgsnization-relevant 
satisfaction in testing the hypotheses about consequences of role dissen- 
sus. In making a summary evaluation of the extent to which these objectives 
were achieved, we achieved some small success with the first and the third, 
but consider that our most satisfactory work was done in the area of our 
second objective. In reviewing our conclusions, we will follow the order 
described in the preceding sentence. 

We were successful in ranking the school buildings in terms of the 
amount of dissensus (both interposition and intraposition) which charac- 
terized them. We were not able to say that the buildings were signifi- 
cantly different from each other in amount of either type of dissensus. 
However, we did find modest confirmation of the predicted linear relation- 
ship betweerx building intraposition dissensus and individual satisfaction: 
in terms of building-affective satisfaction and, to a lesser extent, 
instrumental satisfaction, low dissensus buildings had more satisfied 
teachers than did high dissensus buildings. We found no relationship 
between the amount of 'interposition dissensus in a building and the satis- 
faction of the teachers in the building. We did not further pursue a 
con'textual mode of analysis: that is, we did not examine the relation- 

ship between individual satisfaction and individual dissensus, with 
building dissensus held constant. 

We were able to empirically test the soundness of our four, theo- 
retically derived, dimensions of satisfaction. We found that, although 
the distinction between instrumental and affective satisfaction held up 
on the system-wide level, the a priori distinction between satisfaction 
with system and satisfaction with own job was not empirically sound. 

Rather, we found that satisfaction with the system as a whole was differ- 
entiated from satisfaction with own unit of the system (school building). 

We did not find an instrumental/affective distinction on the school 
building level — this may have been, to some extent, an artifact of the 
pool of indicators of satisfaction with which we originally started. 

We found, fairly consistently, that there was a closer association 
between dissensus and building -affective satisfaction than between dis- 
sensus and either of the other two dimensions of satisfaction. In one 
sense, this is conceptually satisfying: the school building in which a 

teacher works probably impinges on her more frequently, and more inten- 
sively than does the school system as a whole. On the other hand, we 
are not able to find any "common sense" explanation for the fairly con- 
sistent finding of a closer association between system- instrumental 
satisfaction and dissensus than between system-affective satisfaction and 
dissensus. This led us to question the validity of the system-affective 
index. 
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We did not find a differential association between either of the 
two types of dissensus and any of the three dimensions of satisfaction » 



Our work provides confirmation for Gross' (8) finding that low 
intraposition role dissensus is associated with high satisfaction. We 
found a statistically significant relationship between building-affective 
satisfaction and intraposition dissensus; a small relationship in the 
predicted direction between instrumental satisfaction and intraposition 
dissensus; and no relationship between system-affective satisfaction and 
intraposition dissensus. 



Unlike Gross, however, who found no relationship between satisfaction 
and interposition dissensus (for school superintendents), we found a 
statistically significant curvilinear relationship between an index of 
total satisfaction and interposition dissensus, for teachers. The ex- 
planation for the disparity between these two findings may lie in the 
difference between the relationship of a school superintendent with his 
school board, and a teacher with her principal. While both are tech- 
nically subordinate-superior relationships, in practice the expectations 
of the principal are probably more important to the teacher than are the 
expectations of the school board members to the superintendent. 



We did multivariate analysis of the relationship between satisfac- 
tion and intraposition dissensus, introducing the additional variables 
of type of undergraduate schooling, number of years in school building, 
age, socio-economic status (as measured by father's education), and sex. 
We found that satisfaction was much more likely to be associated with low 
dissensus if the teacher occupied the following statuses (rather than 
their counterparts): graduate of a teacher- training college; in school 

building 5 years or more; 50 years of age or older; low socio-economic 
status; and female. We attempted to find an explanatiJt^ for these un- 
expected findings, and suggested that teachers in the ^jgiatuses listed 
would be more apt than their counterparts to take "other teachers" as 
a reference group. We postulated that teachers who do take other 
teachers as a reference group would be more likely to feel satisfied when 
in low dissensus (high agreement) with other teachers in their own build- 
ings, than would teachers who do not take other teachers as a reference 
group. The proposed explanation, if correct, provides an additional 
demonstration of the utility of the reference group concept as a tool 
for understanding social behavior. 
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